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In the following, the recommendations and findings af,a study designed

to indicate procedures and instruments for a national study of the incidence

/runaway are briefly described. The data reported are from an urban-suburban

area and a rural area in Colorado.

Feasibility

It is suggested that a national probability sample be used solely for
I
the purpose of estimating the incidence of runaway and that it not be uted to

collect detailed information about runaway episodes,runaways and their families

This latter would be more' successfully accomplished by conducting several.

smaller studies in several carefully chosen localities. The need tor a national

sample to determine the incidence of runaway is documented by the large number

of cases' in which runaway is not reported to the police or other official

agencies, thus making estimates based on the reported incidence inadequate.
1

The episodic, social-psychological and services information collected by

this study proved'to be exceedingly useful in the. description and explanation

of runaway. Its use in a larger study is thus warranted.

Incidence estimates

The estimated incidence of runaway for the geographical areas encompassed

by this study are approximately 3.67. of the total youth population and 7.1%

of the youth households for episodes which are longer than eight hours in

duration or which show serious intent to run away. For epiosides of 24 hours

or loTger these estimates are approximately 1.8% and 3.8%, respectively.

Services

The general findings from the analysis of the services data indicate a

10
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medium level of satisfaction by a majority of users with agencies which pro-

vide services to runaways and'their families. Social Service Agencies, friends

and relatives, police and schools are the most frequently used sources of as-

sistance. Of particular interest is the large number of requests on the part

of respondents for the provision of affordable faMily counseling services.

Many requests for well advertiseerunaway shelters,were alsO encountered.

Runaway behavior

A majority of the rtinAway.youth have run away only once or twice during

the last year. They typically are gone at least overnight with about two

thirds returning home within a week. The runaway commonly travels less than

10 piles from home and stays with friends during his absente from home. A

majority of runaways return home voluntarily with parents, police, and friends

or relatives being the most frequent means of locating those who do not return

voluntarily. Arguments with parents and problems at home are the most preva-

lent reasons given by youth for running away.

Several types of runaway were identified through the analysis of this
at

study. These are outlined below:

Low delinquency runaways

Type 1 Young non-delinquent youth running from high stress family
situayons.

Type 2 Middle class "loners". These non-delAnquent youth appear to
exemplify a "running to" model of runaway. A majority are girls.

Type 3 Highly "autonomous" older runaways from a loose-knit family sit-
uation. SoiTial class is low.

High delinquency runaways

Type 4 Delinquent lwer social class runaways. Runaway is embedded in
a wide variety of delinquent behaviors.

I, 1

ILt
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Type 5 Delinquent girls with highly stressful home and school situp
tions a strong peer pressure towa5ds. delingdency:

'Type 6 Higher social class delinquent with extremely high commitment f
to peers and high peer delinquency,. They have a marked lack
of interest in school and a highly rejecting family. G,

Type 7 Young delinquent boys from highly rejecting families. Strong
normative pressure from peers towards delinquent behavior.

yhile the above types deal with social or psychological classes of run-

aways an alternative examination idas. made of behavior per se.

examining,this behavioral data describing runaway it was found that

five generalized models ,or typical episodes could be described. - These are:

1. 'Sponeaneous unplanned epiSodes:,minimal planning, short duration,
voluntary return and non-involvement with the police characterize
this type.

2. Deliberate successful; episodes: deliberate, careful preparation,
and lengthy episodes ale foundlOere. The police become involved, and
here youth tend pot to return voluntarily.

3.4 Temporary,:g9Od time escapades: Hedonistic °good times° are reported
in this type. They travel to 'fun' places and tend to return vol-
untarily within a week.

4. Difficult long term escapist episodes: .Many girls trying; o °escape'
difficult home situations are found here. They intend to leave
permanently and usually leave for lengthy duration. They do not
generally enjoy the runaway experience,,yetiat the same time they
do not return voluntarily.

5. Temporary escapist episodes from unpleasant home situations: This
type is similar to the above (no. 4) except that they clearly intend
to stay away only for a few days. They usually go to a friends house
and return home within a few days.

In reviewing the abovebehavioralibodels it was found that types 1 and 4

were most frequently encountered, i.e., 39% and 35% of the runaway sample

respectively.

12
ro
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02.1 BACKGROUND AND OVERVIEW

To introduce the reader into the background, context, and objectives of

the present study wwwill structure this overview according to the following

themes:

Historical context and history of t

Objectives of the'research project

Structure of the present report

Historical Context
-0

project

During the middle to late 1960's and on into the 1970's there appears to

have been a dramatic increase in the number of,juvenile runaways and young ,

transients (Ambrosino, 1971; Suddick, 1973). Many commentators have suggested

that this increase has, reached "epidemic proportions" (S.A.C., 1974; Newsweek,

October 26, 1972; Time,August 27, 1974). Between 1967 and 1972 th"e FBI

statistics on runaways indicate an increase of over 70%. Furthermore it is Sur

mised that arrest statistics are the tip of the iceberg and that they grossly

\ underestimate the full extent of the runaway problem (Shellow, 1967).

This increase in itself would constitute obvious cause for public con-

cern; however, a second factor of an especially serious nature has compounded

the problem. The nature of contemporary social condi't'ions in

America, and especially urban America,, fire such that the survival options of ,

the young runaway are extremely limited. Fear of discovery, shortage Of money,

fOod and shelter, unavailability of jobs and so on,often force the young

-
person into situations of gross exploitation or victimization. "Street bustles,"

such as drug -selling, stealing, prostitution, panhandling, and exchange of

sexual favor'f4r shelter or food are described as part of the street scene

(Bock and English, 1973; Ambrovino, 1971.; Bauhmol and Miller, 1974; and others).

r.5



7

Hung4f, malnutrition, drug abuse, exploitation and victimization are now, seen

as characteristic of this segment of American ife.k The foul revelations of

the victimization of'young transients from Houston, Texas, in 1973/1974

brought home to many people the &angers to which such young persons were

exposed. The full extent and relative incidence of these kinds of experi-
.

ences arid risks remains, however, unknown 'since to date there has been no

ti

systematic study of these issues. There is a Compelling need to_fil,1 in this

serious gap in our knowledv of these aspects of the'runaway phenomena.

Increased concern has resulted in new,..legislati n and new funding to

provide local services for runaways(see Walker, ,1974). While support for

services receives continuing emphasis,it is also the case that the

setting of policy and planning for iunawas has generated new demands for

knowledge about runaways to cover certain critical areas. Walker (1974) has

documened someof these critical areas of confusion:

1. .Confusion regarding the "definition" of running awayo

2. Lack of knowledge regarding the actual extent and incidence, of

running away

3. Confusion regarding the causes of running away and of the special

characteristics of runaways and their families

The present study emerges directly from the interaction between, planniwg

- and policy requirements with.the current gaps in knowledge of runaways. The

three issues of "confusion" metioned above are directly, interrelated, i.e.,

it is impossible to measure "incidence" until/ the definitional problems are

solved, and the optimal definition, in turn,would require some knowledge of

the special characteristics of runaways.

A request for proposals to work on'these problems was issued by IWW through

the Office of the Assistant Se6retary for Planning and Evaluation (OASPE) on

May 3, 1974, with a due date of May 31, 1974. Dr. Tim Brennan wrote the

1 D



proposal, The proposal submlfied was accepted by HEW with a planned starting

date of July 1, 1974. '""

,,

ecific Objectives of the Present Research
\,

The objectives of the present research are'tied to the problems of
.iA

I

finding appropriate defillition74 of running away and then meas ing the inci-

o c.v

dence of this kind of behavior. The study was de8igne

to examine the feasibility of conducting a larger

pilot test

study on a national basis to assess the incidence of runaway behavior. The

following major objectives are the concern of this document:

1. Develop instruments.to assess the incidence of runaway behavior

A. , kshort "screener" of 5-10 minutes duration (parents only)

B. A longer "In-depth° survey instrument--either interview' format

or self-administered--to fill out the other behavioral. and causal-

explanatory information on runaways and their families

2. Check the reliability and validity of'these instruments in terms

of distinguishing runaways and their families from non-runaways and

their families. This would involve testing a sample of known. runaways

(purposive sample) with the instruments

3. 'Apply these instruments to a'probability sample of families in a

given geographical area--one urban and one rural--and provide statis-

tical estimates of the incidence of runaway for this area (the

Denver metropolitan area and the rural Northeast of Colorado)

4. Develop an a priori taxonomic scheme for runaways which could clarify

and describe different kinds of runaways. (e.g., in terms of moti-

'vating features, personal characteristics, age, sex or other relevant

variables)
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5. Utilize; this empirical taxonomic scheme in conjunction with an empi-

rical analysis of the data collected (in 3), to further delineate

and clirify the definitional criteria, for different types of runaways

Obtain'police data (or other official data) on .umbers of runaways

and make comparisons between th'sample- derived estimation and the

official estimates of theTqumbersiof runaways

7. Provide Improved and efficient instruments which might be used in

a National Study of Runaways as folloWe

A. An "optimal" short screener of 5-10eminutes to accurately dif-

c----
ferentiate between runaway families and non-runaway families

B. A slightly shortened "in-depth" instrument whic h will assess the
0

thajoy behavioral and contextual variables relevant to understanding -D

and defining runal, y behavior

8. Document and describe all, field procedures in a simple, replicable

form

9. MakerecoilaMendationso DHEW re rdingofeasibility and options for

a national study of the incidence of runaway behavior.

0 Structure of the Present Report

Section 1: Summary

This is a brief integration of the major project objectives and the major

findings with the policy-relevant feasibility recommendations.

Section 2: Background and Overview

This provides a more elaborate statement of the specific objectives (i.e.,

feasibility criteria, incidence estimation, comparisons of runaways vs.

non-runaways to isolate highly differentiating features, behavioral tax-

onomy of runaways and the overall theoretical and empirical justification

for tie choice.of variables included within the in-depth instrument)

17
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The theoretical taxonomy of runaways is developed here and a variety of

hypotheses concerning the differentiatigg features of runaways and

non-runaways are developed.

Section 3: Methodology

In this section we document the methods and procedures utilized: question-
,

naire development, samplint and incidence estimition, feaiLlity issues,

0

I
teststests of hypotheses.

Section 4: Result;

11major results are presented IA this section, including incidence esti-,

oration, reliability and validity assessments of the instruments,4findings

regarding services, comparisons with official data and so on. The new )

improved screener and in- depth instruments are also discussed here.

Section 5: Feasibility and Recommendations

Reammendations regarding the feasibility of a national incidence study,

lessons learned while collecting this kind of data, and an assespment of

the usefulness of data collected for services are presented in this section:

Section 6: Conclusion

Here we provide a brief statement of Conclusions regarding feasibility

and a summary of results.

Q
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2.2 DESIRED DESCRIPTIVE MEASURES

Incidence of runaway

The-study is designed to provide estimates of the overall incidence of

runaway for the two major regions of the studytheurban-suburban portion pf

4$

the Denver SMSA and rural northeast Colorado. In- addition, separate estimates

will be given for urban and suburban areas of the Denver SMSA. The estimated

incidence will be given as percentages of the youth population and as percent-
;

ages of youth households which contain a runaway. Confidence intervals for

these estimates will be provided.
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Comparison of runaways and non-runaways on various descriptiveand explanatory
variables

A basic objective of this research is to delineate the"Thlore'important

characteristics of runaways which differentiate themfrom non -runaways. The

delineation of the important characteristics of runaways, thelarification

of the definition of runaways and the creatial of etiological typologies of

runaways are each important precursors to the development of explanations for

runaway behavior.

There is a clear necessity to justify the choice of variables for these

comparative studies. Briefly, this involved an intensive study of all of the

past literature on runaways. The section dealing with general theories (Section

2.3) provides the theoretical base for the choice of many variables which

entered the present study. The section dealing with questionnaire development

and variables (Section 3.1) prOvides details on the background researc1h which

led to our choice of specific descriptive and explanatory variables.

Briefly, the theo\ retical framewojrk (Section 2.3) molds all of descriptive

and explanatory variables into a complex multi - influence process out of tyhich

various "types" of runaways and non-runaways can be hypothesized. Variables

describing runaways and ponekunaways are included for the following:

Personal characteristits of the y h

Home environment'
School environment
,Peer relationships
Socialization processes

In general, both personal and situational descriptiVe variables dye been

included to the extent that they were indicated by the prior research literature

and by the theoretical models.
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Descriptive Typology: Behavioral classfications to describe runaway episodes

4

In 'addition to` clarifying the possible etiological and theoretical back-

ground to running away, a further requirement of this research project was

to provide a behavioral classification of the actual rtnaway episode. -Single

--variables such as _-
0

Ti 22 away from home
Distance travelled
Mode of transportation
Delinquent behavior during the episode (theft, drug-ta4ilidg, etc.)
Sleeping accommodations

have been used in multivariable analyses designed to provide a classification

,e

of runaway episodes. Section 4.4 provides the results of this analysis. This

behavioral analysis should clarify the actual behavioral patterns which are

eahibited by youth when they run away, tee also examine the overlap between

the etiological'"types" of runaways and the "behavioral 4Odels" which stem

from the episodic classification.

O

21
6

,1
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Other etiological, explanatory and typological work:

As part of this project, the following additional research,tasks were

included:

a. The development' of "mast discriminating questions" to separate.runners
from non-runners

This-drIalysis involves the development/e4-- horter et of highly efficient

discriminator variables to/pep ate runaways from non-runaways. The full bat-

terY of variables use n the present study is obviously much. too large and time

consuming to be used in any larger scale study or in any on-going practical

treatment sett g. Therefore, a selection of the "most diagnostic" variables

is necesg\ary. This shorter set of variables would then form part of a highly

effiCient screening instrument which would have 5-10 minutes duration and which

could be useful in, practical or large-scale settings.

b. The examination of multiple or serious runaways compared to single-time
runaways

This exercise follows from Shellow's (1967) description of "Multiple"

versus "Occasional" runaways. In this section we examine the major discrimi-

nating features between multiple runaways and single-time runaways. We further

euamine the power of,the predictor variableS in regard to successfully classi-

fying runaways into one of these two classes.

c.e/An examination of an etiological typology of runaways

The unsophisticated approach to typology construction in the runaway liter-

ature and the need for a clearer delineation of the population of runaway

youth lead directly to this task.
=CX

A theoretically developed "explanatory" typology is initially presented

( in Section 2.3. This is followed by an exercise to examine the typolo-

gical structures which actually are embedded in the empirical data (Section 4.7).
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All of the major causal and explanatory variables related'to running away are

included in this search for an empirical typology of runaway youth. The rela-

tionship between the empirical typology and the theoretical typology of runaways

is then examined.

d. An examination_of the levels of delinquent behavior exhibited by runaways

(of various kinds) and non-runaways

Part of the overall government interest in runaways relates to the presence

or absence of other delinquent behavior. Therefore, an examination has been

made of levels of delinquent activity before and during the actual runaway epi-

sode.
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2.3 THEORY AND RATIONALE OF THEW SOCIAL PSYCHOLOGICAL PERSPECTIVES ON RUNAWAY

BEHAVIOR

Selective review of prior reseaKCh relevant to the present project

For detailed reviews of the previous literature and research in

the runaway field, see Walker (1974), Brennan, Brewington and Walker 4974),

Suddick (1973) and Scientific Analysis Corporation (1975). We will deal only .

with selected aspects of the previous research which are relevant to the

purposes of the present study. These are as follows:

1., Lack of a unifying theory

2. -InconSistencies regarding the definition of running away

3. Inconsistent knowledge concerning the special characteristics
of runaway youth

1. Lack of a unifiying theory: Multiple explanatory perspectives

A review of 9e runaway literature indicates a serious absence of

an overall framework in which common language and common assumptions are

utilized. AS a result,, the field is characterized by an ad hoc mixing of

concepts, assumptions, and languages derived from multiple theoretical

approaches, e.g., psychiatry, sociology, psychology, criminology, and social

work orientations. This mixture of approaches and concepts hastaagnified the

problems of cross-referencing and integrating the findings from different

studies and has devalued many other studies. A healthy mixture of loosely

defined "lays' terms has also permeated this literature (i.e., hippies, transients

runaway, splitters, etc.) and has further magnified the sem.afitiQ confusion.

1p derive deductive implications from geese works poses extreme problems.

Although many studies have been conducted, the problems of integrating their

findings into a coherent elaboration and explanatkon of runaway behavior has not

progressed very far. Walker,(1974) in reviewing the runaway literature, writes:



6 of the entries annotated -it isf impossible to integrate and/or compare
meaningfully, all the finding f the various studies."

17

"Without such a coth r hensive frameworkwhich does not exist in arty

In the later 'ections of this report, the reader will notice that

we present an initial attempt to provide an explanatory framework within

which to study runaway behavior. This framework attempts to integrate

relevant explanatory concepts, theories, and language from sociology,

psychology and deviance theories. We adopt this strategy in an attempt to

tighten up the language, generality of findings, and hence the definition of

A
the-various types of runaway behavior under study.

0

2. Inconsistencies,regarding the definition of running away

The term "runaway" is extremely diffuse.'"' A perusal of the literature

dealing with runaway behavior indicates dozens of behaviors

and definitions subsumed under the same general term. Different researchers

and social welfare practitioners have,placed vastly different sorts of behavior

into the same class. Walker (1974) reviewed 138 articles and books dealing

with runaway behavior and noted the confined and inconsistent treatment -of his

term. Walker' noted that not only did v ry few articles use the same definition,'

but many did not even define the term at all.

Among the various definitional criteria that appear in those cases

where the term is actually defined, the following might be noted:

1. Age (usually an upper limit of 18 is set)

2. Lack `Of parental/ permission or consent

3. Entry into ogtLal missing persons records

4. Psychological characteristics and ascribed motives for running
away

5. Contact with juvenile court

6. ,I..ength of time gone (some minimal limit is often set, e.g., 8 hours,f
24 hours, 48 hours, overnight, etc.)
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7., Place from which the youth has gone (e.g., ho foster home,
)' residential treatment centers, training school etc.)

8. The "running away" item in self-reported' dean ency checkligts
(this would imply a purely subjective definitio on the part of
the youth).

9. ,k variety of othey demographic characteristic3 such as social
class, type of family, inner city or suburban d elling.

The inconsistencies which characterize inquiry into VrunawayIyouth" have
0

had a number of unfortunate resujts. These include the following problems:

--There has, been no well-defined entity about which hypotheses, experi-,

ments, or evaluations can be constructed and teste

--The multiplicity of overlapping and ad hoc definitions has greatly
hindered the integration of results of different etludies so that there
has been difficulty in meaningfully combining their results.

.'
.,.,

--Studies of the incidence of running away have-resul
findings, because differing definitions have

ItWalker (1974) notes t t the subjective "catch-all"
lized in the self-repo ed delinquent behavio ite

the highest estimation of incidence. These hive 11

from between 10% to 17% of youth, depending on the
and geographic region of the sample.

ed in different
been used..
definitions uti-
generally gives
n found to range
ge, social class

3. Inconsistent knowledge regarding the special characteristics of runaway

youth.

Given the looseness of the definitional approaches, the general non-

quantitative and unsophisticated research methods, and, the problems of integrating

the findings from different studies, it is not surprising that there is a dearth

of reliable knowledge concerning the special characteristics of runaway youth.

Walker (1974) concludes that research on the special characteristics of runaways

raised more questions than it answered, and suffered from a clear lack of closure.
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Typologies and classification systems'for runaways

In areas of explanatory confusion or high complexity, classification rep-

'resents an initial approach to ordering and describing the phenomena that are

to be'explained. Typologies are NOT explanations but they may,provide suffi-

cient classification and description that the explanatory processes become

more visibl unaway research is clearly an area of conceptual confusion

with competing explanatory hypotheses, poor definitional criteria

aqada great, deal of heterogeneity in the actual youth who run away. It is

not surprising, therefore, to find numerous attempts to create order out of

this research chaos by erecting classificatory schemes. Reviews of thqs

taxonomic work are available in Brennan et. al. (1974), Walker (1974),
"

Suddick (1973).

In critically reviewing this classificatory work it can be concluded

that most studies fyer from serious methodological weaknesses (see Walker,

104): For ataxonomic 'system to be fully adequate the following conditions

are required:

1. The full diversity of runaway youth,end behavior must be present in
the sampling

This.requirement hasnot usually been met. Most studies have utilized

very little of the full range of run away behavior and

types of runaways. Homer (1973) for example suludied only runaway girls from

a probation department. Rosenwald (1967) studied suburban female adolescent

0 offenders. §knohara and Jenkins (1967) studied delinquent boys in a training

school. The influential paper by Shellow et. al. (1967) points out the prob-

lems which stem from biased sources of'sampling. 'Only a few studies have

overcome this problem. Multiple sources of runaways must be sampled in order

to obtain the ful,]; diversity of runaway youth. In the present research we

2 7
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attempt to overcome this Problem by sampling from a wider range of sources

t an has usually been fdund in'the previous research.

2. A broad coverage of causal9 descriptive and runaway behavioral variables
must be obtained

A ciassifidation haSed'onji partial description of runaways-will

result in a partially descriptive scheme which might result in gross misclass-

ification. If important variables are missing, then some important type-

differences may not be isolated. Such a classfication will be'misleading. We

contend that a broad coverage of the relevant social, psychological, and be-

havioral variables, describing the home, school, peer contexts, and the actual

behavioral runaway episodes is essential for the creation of an accurate

taxonomic scheme.

Most studies have been seriously inadequate in this requirement. For example,

Tsunts (1971), English (1973), and Chamberlain (1960) base their sys-

tems largely on the "motives" of the runaways. Other studies em-

phasize the personality characteristics of the runaways; e.g., Rosenwald

(1967), Berger et. al. (1958). The studies by Shellow, et.al.,(1967) and

Brennan, Brewington, 4a.er (1974) are relatively broadly based

studies of the taxonomic structure of the runaway youth Population.

3. Objective, replicable, and efficient methods should beAlsed in
structuring the typology

Almost all of the taxonomic,schemes for describing runaway youth have

been based on intuitive (e.g. English, 1973; Tsunts, 1971) or conceptually

generated hypotheses (e.g. Berger, 1958; Chamberlin, 1960; Levy 1972). Walker

(1934) presents a review of this work. ,An acceptable taxonomic scheme for

_runaway youth would by necessity have to be replicable and objective in order

that other workers could examine the validity and reliability of the proposed

scheme: The approach used By Brennan et. al. (1974) utilizes objective,

L,
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o

replicable,quarlipative methods in creating a Taxonomic scheme for the des-
,

cription of runaway youth. Although tause of improved methodology will be

C

a step forward in creating an adequate typology of runaways.,it is clear that

all three. factors i.e., good samples, broad coverage of relevant variables,

and appropriate methods must be present for taxonomic work to be fruitful in

ceex lining the runaway phynomena.

1

2
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Types of runaways delgribed in the literature
0

Many-'"types" of runaways can be found in the previous research literature.

It will be useful to briefly delineate several highly recurrent themes that

are found scattered in the different works. It sholild be clear to the reader

that these descriptions have been generated from unrelated studies involving

different pamples, different explanatory perspectives, and different method-

ologies.

1. The non-disturbed "freedom-seeking," runaway

This type of runaway frequently recurs within the literature.

She llow (1967) finds a group of runners wilt) do not reflect any psychological dls-

turbances. They are occasional runners and they are similar in most respects

to ordinary non-runaway youth. Tsunts (1971) refers to "adventurers" who are

simply seeking new experiences; Berger et. al. (1958) refer to "spontaneous

runaways" who simply have an urge for change and new environments; Brennan

\Lt. al. (1974) ,identify a similar subtype of runaway in which no obvious

social or psychologidb-14strains could be found. As in Shellow's study, these

were only occasional or one-time runaways. A theoretical reveiw by Scientific

Analysis Corporation (1975) also identified a runaway group which they termed

"the free." These are seen as exhibiting the motivations of pleasure-seeking,

a search,for freedom, personal challenge, etc.,'and are seen as similar to

Homer's (1973) "running to subtype of runaway. -fome subtypes of this major')

class may exist depending upon the particular form of home situation and strain

which has motivated the young person to leave (e.g., see the discussion below

on the types of runaways suggested y strain theory).

2. Highly delinquent, multiple runaways: social and family pathology

Both Shellow (19.67) and Brennan, et.al. (1974) find a subtype of

runaway in which not only multiple runaway behavior is exhibited, but also a wide

al0
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range of felonious and violent anti-social behavior is found. Both of these

studies suggest that this subtype forms/a minority of youth who run away.

The Scientific An ysis Corporation review (1974) suggests that such youth ,

may fall into a category which may be termed as "the bad." This would be

consistent with the full range of felonious behavior (including drug-pushing,

theft, violence, breaking and entering) which was identified with this type

of runaway in the empirical studies mentioned earlier.

A number of other researchers place the runaway firmly within a context

of multiple dellubluent behavfor (Foster 19620 Jenkins 1971, Jenkins and

Boyer 1967, Robins and O'Neal 1959) These studies additionally have sug-

gested thit a high level of individual and social pathology can be associated

with this type of runaway.

This is the type of runaway which would be found by those numerous

studies which identified runaways through law enforcement institutions

(See Shellow, 1967). The Haight - Ashbury type of runaway on the other hand

would appear to be more likely to be a middle class, less felonious, and more

likely to fall into type 1 above.

3. The _Rsychopathological,model of the runaway

Numerous 'studies have labeled runaways as suffering from some form

of personal disorder...high levels of impulsivity, low frustration tolerance,

schizoid tendencies, neurotic motivations, anxiety, reality distortions, poor

i
impulse control, un es rolved Oedipal,conflicts, severe narcissistic disorders,

depression, and so on. Numerous papers explore this particular "model" of

the youthful runaway; e.g., Leventhal (1962), Shinohara and Jenkins (1967),

Armstrong (1932). Reviews of this model are provided in

Walker (1974) and Scientific Analysis Corporation (1975). The latter review

3 1 ,
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names this type of runaway as "the ,Bkennan,net.al. (1974) provide

a social-Osycho/ogical version of this type of runaway in which extremely,

disorganized relationships were .found between the runaway youth and his or

her peers, family and'school.- This was accompanied by high levels of social

alienation,-low self-esteem and high Jevels of drug-taking.

seems to fit the "retreatist" model as described later in

strain theory.

4. Other subtype§ of runaways

This profile

the review of

A variety of othensubtypes of runaways have been described in

the literature. Reviews are provided by Walker (1974), Brennan, et.al. (1974)

and Suddick (1,973).. The lack of uniformity of samples, the partial aspects

of the classificatory variables, and the nonreplicable nature of the method-

ology utiiizea in many of these studies has reduced the general usefulness

of much of this work.

The theoretical review provided next indicates the possibilitybof addi-

tional explanatory models for the runaWsy act.

r
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2.3 Review of theories

In this section we review some of the psychological and sociological '

theories which may prove pertinent to the explanation of the runaway act.

An attempt is made to trace the implications of these general theories for

the explanation of running away. In the middle part of the section we

propose an integrated explanatory model of the runaway etiology whicr attempts

to merge elements from the various explanatory theories that are reviewed.

Following this development, we list -\t number of hypotheses concerning

the special characteristics of runaway youth and the explanation of running

away. These>hypotheses are numerous and have been grouped into cluaters

defined by each of the major -4Itusal/explanatory° domains which emerged

from the theoretical review.

In the final part of the section, we bring together the various alter-

native explanatory possibilities which, emerged from different theories in a

general theoretical taxonomy which attempts to cover most of the more

prevalent types of runaway. It shobld be clear that this taxonomy deals

specifically with the social-psychological, motivational background to

running away from home and does not attempt to deal with episodic and be-

havioral aspects of running away. This latter theme is dealt with in Section

4.6.

33
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The policy implications of differing "explanations" of tne runaway

Depending on the location of a "cause" for a runaway act, some very dif-

ferent attitudes will be held regarding runaway youth. In the variety of

"explanations" given below, it is clear that different assumptions lie behind

the different theories. Three basic "explanations" can suffice to clarify

the different policy implications associated with different causal views of

runaway behavior.

Personal psychological explanations: In these explanations the "cause" is

essentially located in the person. Personal variables such as frustration

tolerance, self-esteem, impulsiveness, attention span, and 'So on are empha-

sized. The child is blamed or at least "held responsible," and the policy

implication would focus on treating the individual runaway youth (usually by

counseling, punishment, or individual psychotherapy).

Social structural explanations: Here the social conditions within which the

youth is located are emphasized as "the cause." The runaway youth is seen as

being forced into this act by compelling social conditions, bad neighborhood,

cruel parents, neglect, etc. It is the social context which requires treatment,

not the youth.' Policy implications here would focus squarely on reforming

the structural conditions:

Socio-psychological explanations: Here the assumption is made that the runaway

act results from an interaction between social conditions and variable indivi-

dual personalities. The "cause" emphasizes the mutual interaction between per-

son and environment. This situation is more complex than either the social-

structural or purely psychological. Policy implications would have to take into

account the different types of interaction which are found to exist.



27

We introduce this discussion because of the multiplicity of explanations

that have been Offered in he literature as causes of runaway. \Additionally,

this note is given to alert the reader that very strongly held attitudes

regarding these explanations appear to exist within the social work and pro-

fessional community which serve runaway youth. The basic assumptions of

this research were thattall of these above explanations are viable and that

there should be no a priori commitment to any one of then; until all are ex-

amined and tasted. We also entertained the notion that these alternative

explanations may not be inconsistent with each other and may all contain

a part of the truth. The problem then becomes that of assessing the relative

contribution and interaction of these basic perspectjves in the explanation

of youthful runaway behavior.

Differential association and runaway

To ouriknowledge, an explanation of runaway in terms of differential

association theory has not been made. Implicitly, hooever, the theory

C
suggests that runaway behavior is learned. This learning would occur primarily

through a process of communication and interaction with intimate and influen-

tial friends or bluaintances (Sutherland and Cressey, 1960).

The learning would include:

Techniques and skills (the variety of skill components which might
be involved in the runaway act, e.g., where to go, how to get
there, how to survive, and so on).

Motives, drives, rationalizations and attitudes which support the
commission of the runaway act.

Presumably a certain segment of runaway behavior occurs through youth learning

by association with others and imitating the behavior of others. Both

"imitation" and "identification" with others are implicated in

this process (Haskell and Yablonsky 1974, p. 344). The context for learning

3 5
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(.3

is, therefore, seen as an "intimate personal group" to which the learner has

some implied commitment (he "identifies" with certain members of this group
6

and "imitates" then).

Subcultural conflict themes are implicit in the theory of differential

association since the rationalizations and attitudes surrounding the runaway

act (i.e., a "deviant" act withiFthe larger culture) are asslimod to be trans-

mitted within this small group (Nettler, 1974). However, it is not necessary

to presume that the youth is totally "engulfed" in a deviant subculture. The

theory assumes a heterogeneity. of social groups holding "contradictory defini-

tions" of the same behavior (Cohen, 1966,p.96). Through association with

one of these groups, the youth may identify with some role model and may di-

rectly e ulate the runaway behavior of this model, c through general social

learning processes acquire and utilize the various skills, motives, and

rationalizations, generated by the group whic4 encourage and support runaway

behavior.

The theory is weakened by the fact that there is only limited specifica-

tion of the learning processes that are presumed, to take place and little gui-

dance on the individual-personal characteristics which would mediate the chocce 6

of a peer group, the acceptance by such a group, and the efficacy of the social

learning process. Additionally, from a "runaway-explanatory" perspective, the

situational factors (e.g., home or school) precipitating or mediating the

event are effectively obscured or ignored.

The type of runaway arising from this process would, therefore, be close

to, or perhaps'identify with some influential peer group. Within this peer

group there would be an enactment of the specific behavior ti.mt is to be

learned (runaway). Ths actual runaway act, when committed, would be motivated,

rationalized and justified in a group process prior to the event. This would

36
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favor a planned, premeditated act,ratler than an impulsive act. AlthougH

it is clear that while much of the ju,tification and learning may have

occurred prior to the event, the runaway act could be performed impulsively.

A "precipitative event" would not be a necessary precursor to this type

of runaway behavior.

Strain theories as an explanation ofirunaway

Strain theory appeals likely to provide explanations for certain types

of runway youth. The major focus of strain theory is to explain the moti-

Vational "push" for the runaway (or other deviant and problematic behavior).

Strain theory makes the assumption that the youth is socialized into and

committed to conventional goals and expectations (Hirschl, 1969). Howeverl

if these desires or needs are blocked or constrained, then the resulting

discontent, frustration, and perhaps boredom are seen as providing the moti-

vational energy to run away. It should be made clear that strain theory is
apoZ,z,

not usually used as an explanAtion for "running away" but is more normally

/
tied to instrumental deviance, i.e., behavior which is instrumental in

achieving some desired goal Deviance such as theft fits this paradigm more

than runaway. However, if the valued goals are freedom from contraints,

autonomy, adventure, good times, and so on, then it would be easy to inter-

pret running away as instrumental behavior. In strain terns it is "not easy"

to run away and the youth will only indulge in the act at great cost. He

or she must overcome the restraining influences which tie him/hey to parents,

Mvia
school, community, future ambitions, and so on (Nettler, 1974). Strain theory

focuses on the weakening-or attenuation of these conventiorT1 bonds (Hirschi,

1969). The runaway event will happen only when these bond fare sufficiently

weakened. The "problem" is to locate the soprce of this attenuation.

3
a
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In theories of deviant behavior, the usual context in which strain

theory has been utilized is in the explanation of the deviant behavior of

lower class and underprivileged groups. The blockage of pathways to con-

ventional social and economic rewards and values resulted in the lower class

person adopting a deviant route to achieve these same valued rewards (Merton

194: Educational, occupational and financial rewards, if blocked, would

provide the impetus to such deviance. Depending, therefore, on the social

class of the youth, we would hypothesize the following two basic runaway

types as stemming from a strain theory perspective:

Lower social status runaways: Deprived and blocked concerning conven-

t

tional aspirations. Yet, they value these convention4 goals and feel

frustrated and discontent. This discontent (regarding the full profile

f blocked aspirations) leads to attenuation-of conventionally socialized

norms and a resulting pattern of deviant behavior, including runaway.

\S,P

.

This describes one form of "running from" a bad situa tion. Because the
.

,

"causei° are relatively permanent and pervasive, it would be hypothesized

that multiple runaway behavior would be embedded in a wide range of

other delinquent behavior (since "conventional-bonds" have ge ally,\--r
been weakened).

Middle class runaway! We would hypothesize that these "youth would be

free from blocked access to the full range of educational, occupational;

or financial rewards. We hypothesize that they have been conventionally

s
0

ocialied.into normal family, school and community situations. However,

the °strain" would appear to stem from,blockage regarding certain'psycho-s
`4,

logical states, e.g., autonomy, high peer status, freedom, good times,

rewarding experiences. MizruchiD 1964, elaborates on the theme that dif-

ferent clses may value very different goals. Frustration 'might stem

(
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from boredom, or from too strong control .on the part of otherwise

supportive parents. Blockage for middle class runaways should be more

personal than structural, a temporary crisis, said involve little delin-

quency: This type of runaway would not exhibit any serious social

pathology, but would simply be running away to experience adventure,

good times,,, new or rewarding experiences. They are not "running from"

as much as "running to." Self-concept should be near average, as should

states of normlessness.

A point should be made regarding an mie (Merton, 1957; Durkheim, 1964) and

f-concept in relation to these two types of runaways. The disjunction'

tween culturally induced aspirations (educational, occupational, etc.) and

soci 1-blockage of these aspirations is assumed to result in a state of

anomie or normlessness. This attentuation of social norms is assumed to lead

to deviant behavior. The more generalized blgckage of the'lower class runaway

described earlier would be hyia,thesized as leading toa-more general state of

normlessness. The "strain" in'the middle class runner, however, does not

stem from a generalized blockage of social and economic aspirations but from

a constraint or limitation on "autonomy and freedom" or some personal crisis.

Therefore, this middle class type would be hypothesized as suffering from

"social anomie" or normlessness.

In regard to self-concept, it would be hypothesized that blockage and

failure to achieve desired goals could result in a "blaming of oneself" or

a "blaming of the situation." If the youth blames himself, then self-concept

is likely to drop. If he blames the social situation, then certain forms of

social alienation are likely to be elevated. Hence, subtypes within the 6--

lower class runaway would be expected, depending on which of these "blaming

strategies" the youth adopts. This subtype development will be continued in

our following discussion of opportunity theory.

39
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In reviewing Merton'q (1957) wOrk dealing with types of individual

o adaptation, certain other subtypes bf running away could be hypothesized.

Strain theory, as presented above, deals essentially with Merton's Innova-..

-tive adaptation (i.e., where cultural goals are accepted and the institu-

tionalized means to achieve these goals are rejected.) Sevgral adaptations

are additionally postulated as derivatives from Merton's theory.

Retreatist runaways

This type would be hypothesized a5 rejecting both cultural goals and

also the culturally institutionalized means to achieving the goals. "Merton

(1957, p. 153) sees "...outcasts, tramps, vagrants, vagabonds..." as falling

into this class. Merton suggests that this'type of person is severely frus-/

trated. Because he is not able to cope with the blocked opportunity structure,

he drops out. He or she "escapes" the demands of society. Although this type

rejects social goals, there is sufficient socialization to prevent the adop-

tion of illegal methods. Consequently, this type would not engage in criminal

activity. Defeatism, quietism, resignation, and drug-taking are seen as

methods of "escape" from the demand's of society.

Within the runaway literature, this type of youth would exemplify the
1.

"running from" type who is escaping an extremely painful situation. Higher

levels of social alienation, low self-concept, and high levels of social

isolation would be concomitant features of,this type. Violent or instrumental P

crime (theft, breaking and entering, crime for economic gain) would not be

expected. We would additionally hypothesize high levels of negative labeliqg

and powerlessness.
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Rebellious runaways

This adaptations assumes high level's of alienation from conventional

9)
goals and standards, accomped by rejection of normal means of obtaining

conventional goals. In contrast to the retreatist mode of adaptation,
0

however, the rebellious youth adopts new and different values and goals

along with new means for their achievement. Discontent and resentment with

conventional'institutions is seen as providing the basis for withdrawal

from such institutions. It is postulated that the rebellious youth transfers

his allegiance to new groups which are outside of the c6Tventional.social

structure. Organized group movements and social solidarity are associated

with this adaptation. The "flower c ild" movements espousing von-material-

.1
4,istic values, freedom and love, in contrast to the conventional, materialistic

society,Might exemplify this type.

We hypothesize that in a runway of this type, high levels of peer
o

affiliation, self-esteem: extreme rejection of social institutions, such as

the school and the fp(mlilyimight be expected; high levels of normlessness and
mv,e-

a rejection of certain social values would be expected. High levels of

crime woul4 not.,be expected. This runner would be seen as emplifying a

4
'-

subtype of the general "running to" orientation (see'Homer, 1973).

0

.`a
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Opportunity theory and runaway

In opportunity theory Cloward and Ohlin (1960) attempt to extend the power

of strain theory explanations by merging it with the social learning concepts

of Sutherland's Differential AssoCiation theory. Cl and and Ohlin agree that

'lower - class. urban areas are focal points of rocial privation, strain and

anomie. However, they merge the subcultural themes of differential associa-

tion with strain theory concepts in order to answer the question: "Which

deviant solution will a youth choose?" "Which learning process will he/she

adopt?" They suggest three possibilities:

a. Criminal subculture

A variety of illegal behaviors are utilized and transmitted. Much

of this behavior is rationally oriented towards economic and status

gains, and a generalized deviant identity is adopted. Runaways would

appear to be a minor part of this subculture since a high degree

of subcultural cohes is postulated, and runaway is not instrumental

for economic gain. Earlier empirical work has suggested, however,

that criminal subculture runaways can be identified (see Brennan et.

al. 1974, Brennan 1975).

b. Conflict subculture

Here there is a general absence of control, social cohesion is weak,

violence and gangs are emphasized. Runaway would be seen as embedded

in multiple deviant activity.

c. Retreatist subculture
4aw

This is seen as an adjustment for those who fail to,,achieve or do

not choose membership or status in either a or b. Retreatism, alcohol

use,drug-taking, and runaway would appear to be suggested by this

42
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adaptation. Since success criteria for a and b arharsh and de-

mending, Cloward and Ohlin postulate that there

to adopt the retreatist adaptation in an anomic

are high pressures

social structulr.

We suggest that these ideas would lead to a general trichotomy of the

"lower-class" runaway as pqstulated in the discussion of strain theory.

Figure 1
LOWER-CLASS RUNAWAY IN TERMS OF STRAIN

AND OPPORTUNITY THEORIES

Strain Conditions
Blocked Aspirations
Frustration
Anomie
Normlessness

3

Exposure to Deviant
Subcultures:

Opportunity Theory'

Criminal Runaltay
and

Conflict Runaway

. Retreatist Runaway

We suggest that there may be three major classes of runaway stemming

from this theory. We have classified criminal and conflict runaway, behavior

together on the,basis that there may be high similarity in the overall pat-

-tarns of other delinquent behaviors, i.e., they are both highly delinquent

and may be involved in a wide variety of illegal behaviors. It will be an

empirical matter to assess the degree to which these twd hypothetical runaway

sub-types exist. Retreatist runaways, on the other hand, would not exhibit

a similar rpnge of delinquent (especially violent or for economic goals) be-

havior and would probably have lower levels of .self- concept.

These three' sub-types fre obviously speculative and the later typological

analysis of the data will indicate their empirical validity.

43,
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Control theory: Social learning and modeling

The general perspective of control theory is that we initially are not

socialized and that, in contrast to strain theory, the problem to be explained

is not why a youth<WOULD run away, but rather why doesn't he run away. What

forces--internal or external--are controlling or constraining our deviant

tendncies (Nettler, 1974). Control may be internalized (e.g., conscience or

superego forces, learned social norms), or it may be external in terms of

social pressure to obey norms. Deviant behavior is, therefore, taken for

granted and we .must explain conformity. Whereas strain theory explains the

"deviant motivation" control_ theories explain motives to conforM (Hirschi,1969).

number of basic "bonds" have been postulated by different c011trol theor-

ists. If these bonds are strong then acts such as runaway would not be expected

If weak, then runaway behavior would be more likely. Hirschi (1969) postUlates,

foul basic "control" bonds:

Attachment:

' This is seen as a respect for, sensitivity to, regard for, and caring

for the wishes of other people. Social attachment is analogous to the superego

or the consience.

Commitment:

Conformity can bring rewards, and'an enlightened self-interest would

take AccoUnt of the benefits of conformity. Any fear of "risking" a stake in

the conventional social system' would constitute a commitment bond. If one has

much-to lose, one would not risk the loss of socially ascribed rewards by in-

dulging'in deviant behavior. Conversely, if one has little to lose, then com-

mitment bonds are weak and deviant behavior becomes more likely.

0
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Involvement:

This bonding component focuses on the "time andvenergy",invested in

the pursuit of conventional activities: High levels of conventional activity

would imply that there is little time and energy left for engiging in deviant

activities, and thercefore little runaway behavior.

Belief:

This is the profile of attitudes, values, norms and standards to which

onebadheres. Among youth there may be variation in beliefs regarding the

appropriateness of conventional norms and standards. To the extent one intern-

alizes conventional standOrds, laws, and rules, the likelihood of running ,

away would be lessened.

These four bonding components are hypothesized to tie the person to

social entities such as: family, school, community,.and peers. From the per-

spe4tive of explaining the runaway act,one must explicate the relative impor-40-
tance of each of these bonding mechanisms. Other theorists suggest that

there can be a more meaningful (and parsimonious) description of bonds in terms

of a two-way breakdown. Reckless (1967) in postulating a control theory suggests

6
these are "outer'' and "inner" containment bonds. Elliott (1975) provides a

more extensive elaboration of the two-way bonding description in the following C,

terns.

Internal bonds:

These are seen as more internal and psychological. They include belief

in conventional norms and values, goal orienations, pro-social self-concept,

acceptance of rules and standards and a sense of belonging and attachment

(e.g., to peers, school, family, etc.)
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External bonds:

These emphasize external and social bonds. They include involvement

and access to meaningful social roles in different institutions, e.g., home,
4

school, and also a wide exposure to "sanctioning" 'networks. A stake in con-

formity is another form of the integration bond.

The type of runaway stemming from control theory approaches would be

characterized as:

Low in commitment bonds: Unrealistic or low goal orientations, low

acceptance of conventional norms, standards and attitudes, low

sense of belonging or attachment to family, school and (perhaps)

peers, and low in self-concept.

Low in integration bonds: Low involvement or denial of g4Cess to mean-

ingful social roles, little stake in conformity, and low exposure

to sanctioning networks.

Figure 2

MODEL OF RUNAWAY ETIOLOGY ACCORDING TO CONTROL THEORY

Socialization

Inadequate,

Ambivalent, or

Inappropriate

Weak Bonds

Low Commitment'

Low Integration

to Family, School

Exposure to Runaway

Modeling
Or

Imitation

4U

Running Away
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Within the-context of control theory, it would appear that the forms

of alienation to be expected in the above runaway type would .be societal

estrangement, lack of trust, and powerlessness. These mooed result directly

from the failure o? the socialization processes. Strain theo y, on the other

hand would emphasize normlessness and anomie. To strengthen his examination
Q

of control theory as an "explanation" of runaway behavior, we have included

an examination of t're family as a major socialization force in the youth's

life. We therefore briefly examine same aspects of parental styles of parent-

child interactions.

Socialization failures and runaway

The basic problem upon which control theory focuses- is that of failure

of socialization. It has been suggested that the child-rearing matrix of

rewards versus punishment are crucial to the inculcation of values and beliefs°

(Mettler, 1974) with a reasonable "balance" between these two modes of control

being recommended. Punishment given in erratic, hostile, irrational, or

inappropriate manner has been found important in discriminating between

delinquent and non-delinquent families. An absence of "nurturing" is found

to be correlated with a variety of physical, cognitive and social malfunctions

among families. Toby (1974) suggests tt the following forms of faulty

socialization processes may brN,important in the etiology of deviant, End
a

therefore runaway, behavior:

Inadequate socialization: Faulty interactions, too much punishment, over-

protection, absence of appropriate models. The normal learning

and conformity tendencies may become weakened and the child could

remain weakly socialized, defiant, or alienated. Broken homes

might be implicated in this process.

17
o I
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Inappropriate socialization: In this case, the parents may transmit

inappropriate norms to the child.\)This parallels theories of

subcultural deviance. Neighborhood and peer cultures are often

considered to be more important in inculcating inapprop'Fiate

norms ir4 the youth than is the family.

Ambivalent socialization: In this case, the child is confronted with
O

,diiro or more conflicting normative sets. This may result from

inconsistency on the part of the parents, or differing nor4

stemming from different social institutions, e.g., family or peers.

Among runaways, and delinquents in general, some researchers have sug-

gested that there is a disproportionate number of broken homes.° This does

overlap with ethnic and class differences and the multiplicity of cultural

effects which correlate with these difference. The separation of these

different effects poses considerable difficulty (Nettler, 1974). Given the

importance of the family as a socializing agent, we have included in the

present research a special focus on the kind of interaction which takes place

between parent and child.

4.8
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Explanatory scheme for the present study:-A multi-theoretic integration

Given the confusion and general lack of integration within the runaway

literattA, there is no obvious basis for ruling out any of the above theore-

tical schemes. Following the integrative directions of Jessor

et. al. (1968) and Elliot and Voss (1974), an attempt was made to merge socio-

logical and psychological explanatory schemes into a larger multi-theoretic

framework. Certain critical variables identified in control theory, strain

theory, labelling theory, differential association, and modeling have been

combined in a manner which should allow for an empirical examination of their

usefulness in understanding and predicting one kind of youthful behavior,

i.e., running away.'

Three social domains, which form the major contexts for the,youth's life

experiences, are examined: the home context, the peer context, and the school

context. Within these contexts, a first set of variables dealing with struc-

tural conditions is examined. These structural variables can be interpreted

as having explanatory importance both within a strain theory context and a

control theory context. One set of structural variables are highly related.

to strain and blockage conditions,ce.g., school failure, low track, blocked'

aspirations, low socio-economic status, broken home and other family disor-

ganizations. A second set of structural variables relates more to the external

conditions leading to the attenuation of social bonds. In control theory

terms, TIG are dealing here with external or integration bonds Co the home, school

and peers. Levels of school related activity, amount of time spent with parents,

peers, and the presence or absence of sanctioning networks would be relevant for

this get of explanatory variables. The two boxes at the left of the following

diagram represent th'se explanatory domains.

Ca.
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(
Labeling processes mediate these Strain and control

influences. Labeling, either positive or, negative,

interacts with strain IhezIables (e.g., low grades) and socialization and
es

control variables (e.g., low integration bonds with the school) to influence

the crystallization of personal aktitudes and beliefs. The c ice of a second

general class of variables (i.e., personal variables) is crucially tied to the

structural variables used within the home, school and-p contexts. Stemming

from the strain perspective, the personal variables mos(i, mmediately relevant

include forms 'of alienation and the perceived opportunity variables'

for educationAl fitnd occupational success. From the control theory perspective

we include measures to assess commitment bonds to family, school and peers.

The position of the modeling system variables is tents iVe within this

sequence. It might be argued that access to peer and modeling

possibilities coulAe placed within the set of social structural variables.

On balance, however, we feel that modeling processes would berme especially
C' . 4'

, t
.

relevant to a youth when the other etiological influences had created the drive

and motivationto actually search for solutions. In this sense, the peer

modeling system is present prior to the onset'of any strong drive to run away

and forms part of the social-structural peer system. Peer modeling takes on a

special pertinence, however, once the preconditions to run away reach certain critical

levels. At this point we suggest that the modeling process will become more

pronounced. For this reason, we place the modeling system between the

personal and behaviOral (running away) systems.

51
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Hypotheses to be tested by the present research

To order the hypotheses which will be examirrtd within the scope of the

present research we will use the framework for the social-psychological explan-

ation of runaway as presented above.. Each box of this diagram contains variables

which have been found important in either theoretical or empiricalearch.

Therefore the hypotheses are ordertd according to the groupings which appear

0

in the diagram.

Strain hypotheses

Socialization and family characteristics hypotheses

,Labeling thedry hypotheses

Personal characteristics hypotheses

Modeling and opportunity hypotheses

Initially, all of these hypotheses are developed at the global leyel for

all runaways without specifying any more complex relationships. It As clear
A

0

that some very complex interactions between multiple variatiles may combine

to produce the runaway, event. Therefore, following the set of hypotheses

dealing with global differences between runaways and non-runaways, we present

' ire complex interactive and typological hypotheses designed to-explain the ,

runaway event. Hypotheses concerning the.runa, episode And the concomitant

behavicirs of the runaway youth are presented next. The structure of this 'ation

is as follows:

1. Global hypotheses dealing with runaway versus non-runaways

2. Complex interactive hypotheses dealing with type effects and patterns

of interaction between variables.

5 2
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An important note regarding global hypotheses

Although we present a series of global, hypotheses in the following

section, we would impress on the readey that 14, view these as an oversimplified

first step in describing the characteristics of runaways. °They completely

ignore the extremely diverse nature of the runaway population. It is our

feeling that some of these characteristics presented below might be vitally

important for one type of runner, but less important for another type Of runner.

! The explanatory importance of any single characteristic presented below would

depend on the presence or absence of a number of other intervening variables.

The single variable hypotheses that are presented below represent a first and

over-simple description of the runaway population. We impress strongly on the

reader the warning that generalizations to all runaways should not be made

according to the findings generated by these hypotheses. If this is done,

there will be a stortion of the full heterogeneity of runaway youth and

their situation. We are using these comparisons as a tool to guide our further

in-depth examination of the data.

Global differences between runaways and non-runaways

General strain proposition: runaways have higher strains than non-runaways

Runaways are "differentially treated" (poorly) within the family compared

to non-runaways .

Runaways pe ceive their parents as being less satisfied with the youth's

instrumental behavior when compared to non-runaways.

Runaways experience more "expressive rejection" by parents than non-runaways.1

Runaways exp4rience more "home social isolation" as a form of punishment

than non-runaways.

53
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Runaways experience more grade failure in school than non-runaways.

Runaways have greater disjunction between educational aspirations and

educational expectations than non-runaways.

Runaways asced into lower sc "tracks" than non-runaways.

. RunaWays have more frequently reped grades than non- runaways.

The disjunction between occupational aspirations and opportunities for

runaways is higher than for non-runaways.

Runaways have a higher disjunction score regarding school involvement

than do non-runaways.

General socialization and bonding propositions

1. Runaways have weaker commitment and integrative bonds to'home, schodl

c,
and peers than do non-runaways.

2. The family of the runaway is more disorganized than that of the non-

runner.

3. Runaways have inadequate socialization compared to non-runaways.

Specific hypotheses regarding,weak commitment/integrative bonds

Runaways spend less time on school extracurricular activities than do non-

runaways (involvement or integrative bona),,

Runaways are less interested in being, involved inachool activities than

are non-runaways (commitment bond).

Runaways have lower educational aspirations than non-runaways (commitment

bond).

Runaways have lower occupational aspirations than non-runaways (commitment

bond).

Runaways hpve a more negatiVe attitude towards school than non-runaways

.'(commitment bond).
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Runaways haVe-fewer close friends than non-runaways (involvement or

IntegratiVe
4

.'0

spend less time with ftiends that% non-runaways (involvement or

integrative bond).

Runaways spend less time with patents than do/non-runaways (involvement

or integrative bond)./---

Runaways are-less committed to peers'than are not-runaways (commitment

bond).

Runaways have higher rejection of their parents than have non-runners
a

(commitment 13ond).

Specific hypotheses dealing with high transience and disorganization of the
socializing family

Runaway families are more transient than non-runaway familiesas shown by

e the number of moves both across town and within,a town.

Runaway families have a higher incidence of job change, unemployment, and

number of jobs held by the parent than do non-runaway families.

There will be a higher incidence of marital conflict in runaway families as

compare1 to non-runamay families.

There will be a higher incidence of serious family disruption incidents in

the family of the runaway as compared to the family of the non-runaway

(divorces, deatb, serious illnesses,, etc.)0

The parent of the runaway exhibits higher levels of Societal estrangement
ci

than is found among parents of non-rullaways.

The parents of runaways exhibit higher levels of powerlessness than is

found among parents of non-runaways.

The parents of runaways exhibit lower levels of self-esteem than do the

-parents of non-runaways.
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These are relatively more single parent families among runaways than among,

non-runaways,

Inappropriate socialization

In the family of the runaway.tMre is higher tolerance of deviance than in
ee,

the family of the non-runaway.

n the family of the runaway there is higher tolerance of deviance in the'

youth than in the family of the non-runaway.

Ineffective socialization*

Runaway families are less nurturant than are the families of non-runaways.
tt

Runaway families have lower levels of affective reward-than do non-runaway

families,.

Runaway families have lower levels of instrumental companionship than do

non-runaway families.

Runaway families use social isolation as a form of punishment to a greater

extent than do non-runaway families

Runaway families use higher levels of expressive rejection than do non-

runaway families.

Runaway familieA use higher levels of physical punishment gait do non-

runner families.

Runaway families are higher in protectiveness and constraint than are non-
,

runner families.

Runaway faMilies withhAd power and autonomy from the child to a greater

extent than ,do non-runaway families.

*Although ye pose these hypotheses in a simple bivariate sense it should
be made clear to the reader that this set of hypotheses have been posed as at
the simplest level. We fully expect that there will be interaction effects
between different variables which will mediate the influence of particular
variables. These will be examined through the utilization of multivariate
interaction seetting methods.

b6
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Affective punishment is used in runaway families to a greater extent than

in non-runner families.

Runaway families make less use of principled discipline than do non-runner

families.

Runaway families are more indulgent than are non-runaway families.

Negative labeling propositions

0
Runaways will be more negatively labeled than non-runaways.

):

Specific hypotheses

Runaways will have more negative labeling by teachers .than non-runaways.

Runaways will have more negative labeling by parents than non-runaways.

General personal system propositions

Runaway youth reject their parents to a higher degree than do non-runaways.

Runaway youth have more negative attitudes to school than non-runaways.

Runaway youth have lower commitment to peers than non-runaway youth.

,Runaway youth self-esteem is lower than that of non-runaway youth.

Runaway youth elchibit greater normlessness than do non-runaways.

Runaway youth exhibit greater societal estrangement than do non-runaways.

Runaway youth exhibit greater sense of powerlessness than do non-runaways.

.46

Deviant oppoTtfity and modeling propositions n 0

Runaways aremore likely to have peer and friendship groups in which

r) runaway behavior is found than non-runaways.

Specific hypotheac

Runaways'-'friends will exhibit more runaway behavior than non-runaways'

friend.

b7
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Runaways' friends are generally more delinquent than nonrunaways° friends.

Runaways more strongly experience normative peer.pressures towards delin-

quency than do non-runaways.

Interactive and type effect hypotheses

A number of complex hypotheses,cpuld be speOlied, given the large

number of variables which have been measured. The hypotheses generated in this

section are derived from the previous empirical and theoretical work regarding

runaways. We hypothesize that the runaway youth population falls into certai

recurrent classes. Some of these have been discussed in the earlier theoretical

review. Figure 4 illustrates a provisional classification of runaways which

,

can be hypothesized on the basis of prior research.

In the earlier theoretical review, three major types of runaways were

reviewed:

The non-disturbed (the "free" or "running to" runaway)

The delinquent (the "bad," the "socially disorganized," "running from"

runaway)

The psycho-pathological (the "sick" or personally disturbed runaway)

These do find a place in the proposed scheme in Figure 4'. However, we argue

that these thiiee major orientations may be an oversimplification, and that

other sub-processes may be operating within these major categories. For

example, the diagram indicates that we propose two forms of the "runaway to"-

type of runaway; a radical or rebellious runner, and an adventurous of pleasure

,seeking runaway, The following represents hypothetical descriptions of the
A

set of runaway subtypes which might be expected.

We set up this provisional taxonomy allowing that it may not exhaust

all runaway classes, that the classes delineated within it may have
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O

substantial overlap, and that the results of the empirical analysis may lead

to revisibn, reiAtion or confirmation of the major features of the taxonomy.

Hypothesized score.patterns of variables associated with each runaway subtype

1, Retreatist runaways

tr

The core variables which might describe this type would include: extreme

blockage in school, )eer and family contexts, high levels'of negative labeliw,

low self-concept, high levels of societal estrangement, high normlessness, and

high powerlessness. Instrumental delinquency (for economic gain) would not ,be

expected. In contrast, drug- taking and truancy would be expectd. It would be

expected, however, that the delinquency level in this group would be higher

than that found in the normal youth populati ecause these youth may reside

within a lower status or deprived neighborhood where high delinquency modeling

may exist. Secondly, this type may contain many ex-members of ;he following

delinquent runaway types who could not maintain their membershipoin these

more demanding adaptations. Multiple runawar3behavior would be hypothesized.

Two subtypes of retreatist runners might be expected, depending on the form

of initial strain. We suggest that some youth experiencing motivational/

personal strain may also adopt the retreatist adaptation. This group is likely

to be of higher locioeconomic status than the bulk of youth who adopt a re-

treatis adaptation to strain.

2. Delinquent runaways

Two types of delinquent runaways are hypothesized. In many respects,

these two types may be similar to each other. However, it may be difficult

to separate them empirically. A clear conceptual separation has been elabor-

ated in the earlier review. At the measurement level, the following profiles

may be expected.
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2. A. Conflict-delinquent runners

A higher degree of hostility and violent, non-instrumental offenses

'might be expected from this group. High blockage regarding conventional social,

educational and occupational goals would be expected, as would high levels of

family disorganization. Higher scores on powerlessness and social isolation

would be expected here than in the following criminal sub-type. The conflict-

oriented runners might be expected to be members of violent gangs. However,

relationships to schools, parents and other peers are hypothesized as being

poorer than that which might be found in the criminal-delinquent runners. Youth

from lower social status backgrounds would be expected to predominate in this

runaway type. Multiple runaway behavior would be expected.

2. B. -Criminal delinquent runaways

This group would also be expected to be of low social class and to

have high levels of blockage to conventional job and educational opportunities.

Normlessness would be expected to be high.- However, the succesul criminal

adaptation would suggest that powerlessness would not be as high as in the con-
.

Tlict runners. Similarly, relationships to friends and parents would be ex-

pected to be somewhat better than in the conflict group. Higher levels of varied

delinquent behavior, especially Atioftal crime for economic gain, would be

more expected from these youth than among any other type of runaway. An impor-

tant variable which would especially differentiate this type froA others should

be parental tolerance of deviance. A higher score of parental tolerance of,

deviance would be expected in this type than for any other type. 'Multiple run-

away behavior is expected.

3. Non - disturbed, non-delinquent runaways ("running to" type runners)

Two forms of the "running to" or "non-disturbed" runaway are postulated

here. Their profiles on the test variables are hypothesized as follows:

UR
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A. Rebellious or radical runners

Social strain conditions such ao blockage to conventional educational,

occupational, or status positions would not be especially pronounced for this

type. A conflict may, exist in terms of values and means to attain valued goals.

It is hypothei3ized that these youth have rejected their parental values and

feel blocked in regard to the attainment of other, perhaps counter-cultural

value which they espouse. Self-concept and peer relationships shoulchbe

high, as should normlessness (since they have rejected conventional values).

These youth would not be expected to be delinquent. Negative attitudes toward

the schOol--as a conventional institution--might be expected.

B. Adventurous runaways

These youth would not experience blocked attainment of the conven-

tional social goals of achievement. Itis suggested that their major Motive

for running away is the search for excitement, adventure; fun, or curiosity

regarding other places. Thepe youth could not have opposed their parental

values; therefore, levels of normlessness may be lower than those found in

the rebellious runners. However, boredom, loneliness, and parental constraint

and over-protection might well be found to differentiate these from the

radical runners. Relationships with peers may be less strong in this group,

allowing them to withdraw from current peer affiliations in the st,6ich fOr

freedom and new experiences.
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2.4 FEASIBILITY

A major goal of this study is to examine the-feasibility of estimating

the incidence of runaway through a survey technique. In this regard, feasibility

refers to the question of whether accurate estimates can be obtained by such

a procedure. Such accuracy depends on the ability to correctly identify

households that contain a runaway youth, determining the number of runaways

in such households and the use of this information in an estiMation procedure.

Feasibility also refers to the problems and difficulties arising throughout

the estimation process, determination of solutions to these problems, and

discussions of alternative procedures. Thus: the feasibility question includes

consideration of which procedural options might prove,to be more profitable.

Due to the constraints of time and resources, this study only considered
0

the use of a survey of househOlds. Alternative approaches, such as mail and

telephone surveys or a sample of schools, instead of households,' were not

empirically examined. There are, however, good reasons for the use of a house-

hold survey for the estimation and data collection efforts of this kind of

study. Although the belief that mail surveys do not elicit high response rates

has been challenged (see Kish, 1967, Ch. 13), the non-response rate of mail

surveys is commonly much larger than that encountered in a face-to-face interview.

The mail-out procedure also lacks the assistance provided by a personal inter-

viewer and determination of which family member or members fill out the ques-

tionnaire cannot be adequately controlled. Telephone surveys experience simi-

lar problems, and in addition cannot'sample the total population, since these

samples are restricted to only those families that have telephones. The selec-

tion of youths from schools for a face-to-face interview does not suffer the

non-response problems indicated above. Survey researchers, however, are often

63
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not granted access to schools (one instance is documented in Appendix H of

thid report) and if it is desired to obtain information from parents or to

obtain parental permission for youth interviews, additional logistical

problems may be encountered. Based on the above considerations, while not

empirically examined in this study, a survey of households would,seem more

appropriate than the other options considered.

A prieary issue for feasibility is the determination of what persons may

serve as respondents for the survey. Since frequently it is easier to find

adults than to find youth at hdme, n important question is whether parent

rSport of runaway correctly identifies households which have experienced a

runaway youth, or whether youth reports are necessary. A second question

deals with the definition of runaway. As noted in the introduction of this

report, the term runaway means different things to different people and

the selection of a particular behavioral..definition of runaway has conse-
1

quences for both incidence estimation and the explanation of the etiology

of runaway. As a part of the definitional problem, the adequacy of data

about runaway episodes collected by the survey is important. The capability

of developing an episodic classification scheme based on this data is con-

sidered a part of the fpasibility question. Another issue in the incidence

estimation field is the adequacy of reports of runaway from official sources

(e.g., law enforcement agencies), as measures pf the incidence of runaway.

In addition to the issues surrounding incidence estimation, this study

examined the capability of a survey technique to gather demographic and social

information about families as well as social-psychological information about

individual familymembers. The usefulness of such data in understanding the

runaway phenomenon is also a part of the general feasibility question, for it
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could be either included or excluded in other surveys designed to obtain

information about runaway youth and their families.

Data concerning the utilization of services by families with a runaway

and their satisfaction with these services was collecied by this study.

The adequacy and usefulness of this data is also considered as a f a bility

question.

The goal of the feasibility analyses is to provide a disdussion of

t 6 merits of alternative procedures and to provide a recommended questionnaire.

S.
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Section 3: Methodology

66'
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3.1 QUESTIONNAIRE DEVELOPMENT AND DESCRIPTION OF THE VARIABLES

Three related data collection instruments were develop to meet the

requirements of the overall research plan:

A "screening instrument" to estimate the incidence of runaway and
'to perform the basic classifications of families (demographic, etc.);'

An "in-depth" parentAuestionnaire to provide background and explanatory
information--from the parenCs perspective--on the etiology, course,
and termination of the runaway episodes; and

An "in depth" youth questionnaire to provide background and explanatory
information--from the youth's perspective--on the same categories as dealt
with in the parent queStionnaire.

The full questionnaires can be examined in Appendix K and Appendix L.

We will now present the internal structuring and data collection functions

of each of the three instruments.

The Screener

The purpose of the screener is'to determine the incidence of runaway

espisodes by children 10 to 18 years old in a given randomly-selected, population

sample. If the interviewer contacts a family which has no children 10 to 18

years old, the interview is terminated. If there are teenagers in the family

the screener is administered in order to:

a) Collect demographic information about families with 10-18 year old children,

b) Sort these families into categories of runaway, non-runaway and
push-out; and

c) Collect information about families with runaway children that will enable

the.sorting of these families into simple descriptive categories.

Although the screening instrument used-4n the present study was' administered
to parents only, it was found that, the episode, items administered to the
youths were required for an adequate description of the runaway phenomenon.
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3. The sequence of questions and, deci:;ion points is shown in Figure 5

below,
Figure' 5

Interview Structure

Introduction

,)

Interviewer,name

Explanation of study

Informed consent procedure

Establish presence of 10-18
year olds

Respondent parent or guardian

Family Characteristics

Location and type of housing

Relationships of household members

Socio-economic class

Family mobility

Presence of 10-18-year old runaways

no t End of interview

no- Determine when parent/
guardian will return
for follow up visit

Selection
decision

for
control
sample

Go to In-depth interviews
with parent then child

no 'j End of
Interview
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Overall structure of dat collection instruments

o

1. Screening Instrument

Subcomponents:
- I." Introduction

IT. Family Demographic Information
M. Identification of Runawky

2. In-depth Instrument 0

SubcompOnents:
I. Etiological and Sociological

II. Runaway Episode Information
III. Services lit4lized and Desired
IV., Continuation of Etiological ana Sociological

0

PARENT INTERVIEW

Screening Questionnaire

In

Depth

Runaway

Section I

Section II

Section III.

In .

Depth

Pushout

Section 'I

Control

in

Depth

Section I

clilLp INTERVIEW

Pushout
In

Depth

Other
Terminate
Interview

Control
In

Depth

Section I

Provisional, upon youth
identifying himself as a.
runaway, although not so
identified by parents.

Section II

Section III

7

Section IV 1



I)

62

The decision to colleC,t demographic and family Qtructure

information about families wits .teenage.chilaren prior to"the determination

of the existence of a runaway, was based on the desire to have as accurate

a picture as possible,of the incidence of various types of families.

Once this general classificatory material was established, the potentially

sensitive questions deaing with runaway and push-out behavior were asked.

The relationship between types of family and forms of runaway behavior,

at

including non - runaway could thus be ascertained.

I

The operational definition of a runaway

A lack of agreemT in the literature on the rriAlit* of the

term "runaway," (see Walker, 1975 for a discOSsion) prompted us to

adopt an explicit behavioral definition within the screener. The

criterion which we'adopted is common, and central, o moSt,of the

definitionS which we found in the literature, i.e., that the youth.be

absent froth home for some period of time without the permission or

consent of hig parents or guardians. This is followed la-her in the in=depth\

questionnaire by a subjec'tivp definition, i.e., "Was the child actually

running sway?"

The behavioral 'definition was used to "screen in" candidates

for the full in-depth N6erview.' Question 27 of the screeper asks

"During the last year, have any of the 10-18 year olds been gone' from home
.4)

without your permission or consent?" Since ALL cases giving an affirmative

response to this question were given the full in-depth questionnaire, it

is possible to further differentiate runaways according to the numerous

,
other criteria which have been utilized in the runaway literature as part of

theodefinition of the term "runaway," i.e., time away from home, distance

4

a0
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traveled, running to..., running from..., psychological charactastics, and

so on.

The use of this procedure to screen in all potential runaways followed

by the full characterization and description of these cases overa 11 of the

relevant definitional traits enables a thorough investigation of the behavior

under study. At the same time, this approach gives optimal fliexibility in

examining the incidence and nature of a variety of types of rupay)ehavior.

It allows for a flexible search for alternative forms of definition of runa-

way behavior.

The Augmentation of the Definition Through the Addition of "Time Away from Home"

The simple.golobal definition adopted above has the potential flaw that

it could screen in too many trivial cases (e.g., away from home simply to

play ball for two hours). Therefore, as a p aution, an additional criterion

was provisionally added.to the definition--"time away from home." Psycho-

logically, "time away from home" is not central to the runaway motives and

background. The same set of motives and background could presumably lead to

an attempt to run away which is intercepted after only, say, one hour. How-

ever, the precautionary device of noting the"maximum time away" was adopted

for the purpose of checking on the poss,ibility of the "screen in" of too

many trivial cases. In the first few hundred interviews, a very careful check

was made of the various lengths of time associated with absences from home

without paren5a1 permissiolit. This check included an examination of the number

of "trivial" cases that were being screened in, the refusal rate, and the

number of false negatives (cases where a youth indicated that he had run away

althoQgh the runaway incident was not identified by the parents). The out-

come of this check indicated that no substantial changes to the questionnaire

'of
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items wire requird. The details and outcomag of the procedural checks are

provided in, Appendix J. Many prior definitions, especially legal definitions,

have utilized specific time periods, 24 hours or overnight, as part

of the runaway definitions.

Additional Information Inclvded in the Screener

In addition to runaway items, other items have Also been included to

discover the incidence of "pushout."' Both runaway and pushout" famiies were

given the in-depth interview.

The information to be collected by the screener is outlined below:

1. Presence of 10-18 year-old children living in the household.

2. Demographic characteristics of children (ii.luding runaway child if

identified) living in the household.

Age
Sex
Ethnicity
Years lived in household
Grade
Employment
Religion

3. Demographic characteristics of the family

Location and type of housing

Delineation of persons who live in the household by
age, sex, ethnicity, relation to head of house-

hold, relation to runaway youth, marital status,

education, occupation, employment, and length of
itime on job, -aligion, length of time in household

Family income

Family mobility--moving pattern

4. Presence of 10-18 year-old runaways/pushouts
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Episode QuestionnafPes

The purpose of the episode questionnaires is to obtain descriptive in-

formation abput the runaway or pushout episodes. Since there are differences
-...._ 04%

t 4. 4

'in the experiences of adults apd of the runaway youth during the

0

time the youth is gone from home, there are separate parent and youth episode

' questionnaires. Each questionnaire emphasizes the information that would

be most relevant to the parent or to the child respectively.

Thedepisode questi6nnaires provide information for determining the inci-

dence of different kinds of runaway episodes and fa answering specific

questions, such as questions about differences in runaway behavior between

age groups, when the "familyipattern" is held constant. In addition, when

combined with information from the screener and in-depth interviews, the

episode questionnaires allow the creation of typological structures of runaway

which shoUld aid the integration of etiological, social, and psychological

variables with the behavioral runaway variables.

The information collected by each of the episode questionnaires is

outlined below.

EPISODE QUESTIONNAIRE PARENT

Frequency -- number of times youth has run away

For the first and last (most recent) episode

Date youth left home and total duration of episode

Parental Response

Initial reaction

Report youth missing

Sign warrant warrant for the arrest of the youth

Intended destination of youth (if known)

7 3.
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Services questionnaires

The function of the services questionnaires is to determine what services

were utilized by either parents or runaway child before, during, or after the

\tr

'runaway episode and to determine their satisfaction with these services. In

addition, the respondents are asked to describe any other services that they

felt would have been valuable to them at these times had those services been

available. The frequency of use of various services were tabulated separately

for parents and youth an.() d the level of satisfaction experienced with the var-

icus services was scored on a 1 to 5 scale. The number of requests for addi-

tional services is also presented in tabular form.

The "In-depth" Questionnaires; Social and Personal Variables

The structuring of the "In-depth" questionnaires foIlbws closely from

our earlier discussion, concerning the social and psychological perspective

on runaways. Variables from the earlier theoretical positions were systematically

included to cover social learning theory, strain ory, control theory, and

labeling theory. This coverage allows for a testing of the multiple-hypo-

theses which stem from these perspectives. The state of kliowledge within the

runaway literature is not such that any firm commitment to a single explanatory

orientation would be advisable. Therefore, although some of the more likely

explanatory frameworks have been included, we also attempted to include many

of the variables which have been implicated by the previous empirical studies

of runaway youth (see Brennan et. al. 1974, Walker 1974, Suddick 1973). Our

approach, therefore, has been integrative and eclectic.

Three domains of the social system are examined in some depth; the School

context, the Peer context and the Family context. (See Figure 6) The family
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Figure 6
Theoretical Variables Inivectigated*

Scl:oul Grades, Grade. 'Failure (Y)

::.racurricular Activities (Y)
Nc.:tive Labeling: Teachers (Y)
Eukcacional Aspiration and Opportunity (Y)
9ccupational Aspiration and Opportunity(y)
Attitudes Toward School (Y)

Num::,er of Friends (Y)

__tee Spent with Friends (Y)

l'aer Delinquency (Y)

Nor:Lative Pressures
(Y)

Az,:itudes Toward Peers (Y)
:e;ative Labeling: Peers

1:ronfenbrenner Parent Behavior Scale (PY)

Satisfaction with Child's Behavior (PY)

) 1.fl:erential Treatment (Y)

2arental Rejection (Y)
Rejection of Parents (Y)

2arental Tolerance of Deviance, (P)
-...-_rental Tolerance of Child'sDeviance (P)

.atheris Powerleasness (P)

: 3:11,2:US Self-Esteem (P)
Social Estrangement (P)

ply Disruption (P)
L.;:ital Conflict (PY)

ntal Dxr,,Inds for Academic A:chievament (P)

.:a;,ive Labeling: Parents (P)

PEnSONAL SYSTEM

Powerlessness (Y)

Sail-Esteem (Y)

Social Estrangement (Y)
Normlesshess (Y)

Self-Reported Delinquent
Behavior (Y)

P indicates the variable teas measured by parent report.
Y indicates that the variable was measured by youth report.

5
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as perhaps the most powerful socializing agent, receives special elaboration.

A further general category of variables looks at the personal characteristics

of runaway youth. In this class we deal with those behavioral and personality

variables which are potentially relevant to runaway behavior. It should be

clear to the reader that the choice orvariables for this section has the

tollowing general objectives.

1. Predictiapn of runaway behavior. In our review of the literature,

-....)

and in our own prior empirical research, a number of variables have been iden

tified as predictors of runaway behavior. Most of these variables are inclu-

ded within the following battery of measures (e.g., Self-concept, Parental

rejection, and so on. See Brennan, et. al., 1974, Walker°, 1974).

2. Explanation of runaway behavior. The diverse and fragmented liter-

ature offers many difNrent "explanations" of runaway behavior. By attempting

to'integrate many of these into one overall framework within a single study we

hope to clarify the manner in which these theoretical statements "fit" the

real runaway cases under study. We expect, as stated in the earlier section

dealing with the theoretical issues that there may be differential applicability

of these explanatory frameworks to different "types" of runaways.

3. Differentiation of runaways from non-runaways. Many of the variables

included within the present battery have been found in prior 'research to give

good differentiation between runaways and non-runaways. Additionally, since

we are interested in the typological study of runaways the selection of variatejs

should have the power to differentiate between different types of runaways-

both at the explanatory level and at the behavioral level.

Id 6
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Variables Included within the Explanatory/Predictive Set

In this section we will present each of the major contextual domains

within which variables have been measured. The items and scales are found

in Appendix D. The overall scheme is presented in Figure 6.

School Context

1. School grades and grade failure. Academic attainment measures have

been found to significantly differentiate between runaways and non-runaways,

see Shellow (1967), Goldmeier (1973) and Brennan et.al., <1974). Items,

developed by Coleman et.al. (1966) were utilized to assess course grades and

academic failure.

2. Extracurricular activities. Membership in diverse social, sports

recreational and cultural groups has been implicated in differentiating between

runaways and non-runaways, Shellow (1967), D'Angelo (1974) and Brennan, et.al.

(1974) all found that runaways tend to be less involved in such activities than

non-runaways.

3. Aspiration/Opportunity disjunctions. The gap or disjunction between

the educational aspirations and the perceived opportunity to attain these ob-

o

jectives has been found to be associated with both delinquent behavior and

other related variables (e.g., alienation, powerlessnesOee Elliott and

Voss (1974), Hirschi (1969), Short (1964). D'Angelo (1974), Goldmeier (1973)
'-\\)

and Brennan etr.al., (1974) found that runaways had lower educational aspirations

than did non-runaways. The disjunction variable for occupational opportunity

similarly tas been included within this present study.

4. Attitudes towards school. Liking for, and enjoyment of school appears

to further differentiate runners from non-runners. This variable has also

been found to differentiate between different "types" of runaways [for example,
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nee Goldmeier (1973)', Hildebrand (1963), Berger and Schmidt (1958), Brennan

et.nl. (1974)D

5. Negative labeling by teachers. The imposition of negative, demeaning

..social labels on youth, as opposed to positive labels has been implicated

both in theoretical explanations of delinquency (Elliott and Voss, 1974) and

in empirical work on runaways (Goldmeier, 1973; Brennan et. al., 1974). The

BREC (`1974) negative labeling scale has therefore been included.

Peer Context

O

1. Number of friends. Using this measure we assess the numbers of "close"

friends which both runaway and non-runaway youth claim to have. There is some

confusion in the literature regarding the question of whether runaways are

"loners" or highly gregarious (D'Angelo, 1974;. Brennan et. al., 1974).

2. Time_spent with friends, or alone, or with family. This variable

should complement the "number of friends" item in indicating the relative in-
401'

fluence of peers or parents on the child's behavior. Additionally, it should

be useful in differentiating between different kinds of runaway. D'Angelo

(1974) has argued for the importance of this measure.

3. Attitude towards peers. Positive or negative attitudes towards peers

are assessed by this measure (see Hirschi, 1969; Elliott and Voss, 1974).

A number of theoretical4nd emp!rical papers have suggested the relevance of

this measure in the study of runaway youth (Goldmeier, 1973; Leventhal, 1963;

Goldbert, 1972; Brennan et. al., 1974).

4. Normative pressures of friendship group. This scale assesses the

extent of pressure towards conforming behavior or deviant behavior felt by a

youth from his friendship group. At a theoretical level this variable is

crucial in differentiating between runaways involved in group or gang activities

7 8
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as opposed to more isola\I individual motivations (BREC, 1974). This var-

i!able is implicated in explanations of runaway behavior stemming from control

theory, sub-cultural theories, and social learning theories.

5. Delinquent versus non-delinquent behavior of 'friends. This scale

assesses the amount of delinquency exhibited by the respondent's friends.

'D'Angelo (1974) has ri4orted empirical findings,to indicad6 the importance

of peer deviant behaviors in the study of runaways. At the theoretical

level, the-amount of peer deviance is integrally involved in both strain

theory and social learning theory.

(

'Family Context

1. Intra-parental conflict. This variable measure the amount of

conflict between the parents of the youth. Shellow (1967) and D'Angelo

(1974) have both found empirical relationships between this kind of variable

and runaway behaVior.

2. Child's rejection of the family. This measure provides an indication

of the degree to which the child rejects his parents and family. Sewall and

Haller''S (1959) scale has been used. This variable has been shown in a num-

ber of,research studies to be useful in studyiing runaway youth, see Goldmeier

(1973) and Berger and Schmidt (1958).

3. Parents' rejection of the child. This variable complements the pre-

vious measure in that it assesses the degree to which the child perceives that

his parents are rejecting him. In prior runaway research, Jenkins (1971),

Goldmeier (1973) and Brennan et.al. (1974), have found that this variable

successfully differentiated between runaways and non-runaways.

4. Differential treatment of siblings. This scale assesses the degre

to which the youth feels that he or she is treated either better or worse than

70
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the other siblings in the family. Beyer (1974) has found that this variable

was useful in describing certain kinds of runaway situations.

5. Parent-child relationships scales. This complex area is assessed by

the scales developed by Bronfenbrenner as reported in Siegelmap (1965). A

variety of the important aspects of parent-child relationships have been

implj'cated in the prediction and description of runaway behavior, see Goldmeier,

(1973), Brennan et. al. (1974), D'Angelo (1974), Hildebrand (1963), Robey

(1964). In most of this earlier work, a wide coverage of the different aspects

of parent-child relationships was not achieved. The Bronfenbrenner scales

cover a range of descriptors of parent-child relations . The fifteen sub-

4

scales are as follows:

a. Nurturance. The provision of satisfactions, comforts when needed,

and a general caring for the youth.

b. Affective reward. Provision of overt praise and affection.

c. Instrumental companionship. Provision of help in such things as

hobbies, handiwork, schoolworkt, etc.

d. Prescriptive. Expectations that the child will conform to cer-

stain tasks and requirements.

e. Social isolation. Punishment by'means of social isolation.

f. Expressive rejection. Nagging, scolding, and the negative com-

parison withOther children.

g. Physical punishment. Both the threat and the actuality of phy-

sical punishment.

h. Deprivation of privileges. Punishment through the withholding
c--

of certain favorite privileges.

80



i. Protectiveness. Worrying, about the child', and placing con-

straints on the child in order to "protect!' the,child.

j. Power. Withholding autonomy from the youth in a variety of dif-

ferent decision-making situations.

k. Achievement demands. Insistence that the youth be a high achiever,

and 'that he or she do better than most other youth.

1. Affective punishment. Punishment through making the youth "feel

bad or rejected."

m. Principled discipline. The use of explanation and principles to

justify any punishment.

n. Indulgence. Weakness and malleability as shown by the parent

4n dealing with the youth. Youth can manipulate the parent.

It should be clear that the above statements are over-simple abbrevia-

tions of each of the sub-scales and that the full battery of statements and the

explanations given in the original paper's by Siegelman (1965) provide a more

thorough account of each sub-scale.

6. Parents' satisfaction with child's instumental behavior. This scale

examines the degree to which the youth perceives his parents as generally satis-

fied or dissatisfied with his behavior. Farber and Jenne's (1963) scale has

been used. In previous research on runaways, Brennan et. al. (1974) found

that parental dissatisfaction and rejection as perceived by the child was sig-

nificantly correlated with runaway behavior.

7. Parental attitudes towards deviance. This scale, as

developed by Jessor and Jessor (1974) is designed to assess parental tolerance

of deviance with regard to both legal and moral norms.. It forms an integral

part of the social learning explanation of deviant behavior and has been found

to contribute significantly to the explanation of problem behavior in youth.

0
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8. Parental attitudes towards deviance in the child

This scale also stems from the york of J,essor and Jessor (1974). It is de-

signed to assess paternal attitudes towards deviant behavior in their own

children.

9. Parental labeling of the child. The imposition of negative labels

upon a child has been found to be strongly associated with runaway behavior

in past research, see Brennan et. al. (1974).

10- Parental demands for academic achievement. This original'scale

ciP
asesses the level of parental demand for academic achievement on the part of the

'youth. Spergel (1967), Hirschi (1969), Elliott (1962) and Short (1964) have

indicated the importance of this kind of variable in the explanation of youth-

ful deviant and runaway behavior.

11. Family disruption and life events. Structural disruptions withLn a

family e.g. divorces, deaths, serious illnesses, have been implicated

in the explanation of, and the precipitation of, runaway behavior on the part

of youth see D'Angelo (1974), Ambrosino (1971), Homer Q1973), Hildebrand (1973),

Foster (1962), Beyer (1974) and Brennan et. al. (1974) The present measure
%

of such family disruptions has been developed from the larger version presented

by Paykel (1969) and his associates. An added advantage of the present measure

is that,it allows the temporal sequences of disruptive events to be identified.

To the extent that structural disruptions in the home can be identified as

occurring prior to the runaway event, explanations approaching the causal can

be formulated.

12. Mother's self-esteem. This 10-item scale is identical to that which

is given to the youth. It is designed to assess the mother's sense of personal

worth and self-respect. The scale was designed by Rosenberg (1965). It shOilld
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36.

be important in filling out the socialization environment of the youth within c>

the family. It should Cover some of the.issues related to the explanation of

runaway through social learning and modeling behavdoe.

13- Mother's"social estran6ment. This variable is designed to measure

the degree to which a person, feels alicnated.and socially isolated from the

larger society. The scale utilized in the present research is that designed

by ,McClosky and Schaar (1963). This scale is identical lo that which is used

in the youth interview. As with the above measure of mother's self-esteem this

scale should be useful in providing a more thorough understanding of the soci-

alizing processes within the family as it relates to-the,runaway,child's

personality,.

14. Mother's powerlessness. This variable measures the degree to which

e.
the mother" feels some sense of personal control or power over her life. The

present measure is one of two factors which have been derived from Rotter's

(1966) Internal vs. External control scale.

Thu, Personal System ,

1. Youth sense of powerlessness.' This scale measures the youth's sense

-,
of colOtol over the vents of his/her'life. The concept is similar to that

,

,,
.

.
4

developed by Ratter (1966) dealing with external vs. internal locus of control

The scale used is the short form of the Nowickir-Str4kland Personal rnction

_

-survey (Nowicki and StricklandM73). This variable has been pre-

viously implicated in differentiating between, runaways and' non-runaways, and

in defining different "types" of runaways (See Brennan et. al. 1974).

2, Self-esteem. The self-esteem scale of Rosenberg (1965) has been

used in the present survey.. A"variety of investigators of runaways

have suggested that runaways are characteriZed by having low self-esteem (see
0

Shizthara and Jenkins,1971; Brennan et. al., 1974; D'Angelo, 1974; and others).
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1- However, there is some confusion regarding the-heterogeneity of runaways since

it has also been found that certain classes of,runaways are not chargcterized

by low self-esteem. The typological work of Brennan et. al. indicated that

self-esteem could be an important differentiating feature between different

"modal types" of runaway youth.

3. Social estrangement. ''The scalused here., to assess youth aliena-

tion is identical to that used for the parent, i.e., the McClosky

and Schaar (1963) sale. Both empirically and theoietically this variable has

been important in prior research on runaways (see Walker, 1974).

4. _Normiessness. This variable measures the degree to which"the youth

believes that unapproved behaviors are requirdd in order to achieve certain

desired and generally socially approved goals. Again both in the theoretical'

explanations of problem behavior in youth and in actual empirical research

dealing with runaways (see Brennan et.bal., 1974) this variable has been found

to be important.

5. Self-reported delinquency. This scale consists of th; same set of

items that were used to assess "friends" delinquent behavior. Since runaway

activity is developed much more elaborately in other partsof.,,lhe queStionnaire

r
this single item was deleted. The overall delinquent behavior scale is admini-

stered to all youth in the study. Two other self-repOrted delinquent behavior

scales were included to assess the amount of delinquent activity

during the actual runaway episodes, and to assess the amounts of delinquent

activity in the two months prior-to the youth running away. These latter two

scales, of coursei are applied to runaways only. The inclusion of these scales

P
dealing with delinquent activit should allow the'runaway event to be seen

within the overall perSpective Of problem and delinquent behavior of both run-

away and non-runaway youth.



3.2 SCALE CHARACTERISTICS

78

The theoretical scales were analized with respect tb their reliability

(Cronbach's Alpha) and homog neity (Scott's H.R.). The scale characteristics

are summarized in Tables 1 pd 2 . Considering the scale lengths, which

are sometimes very short, the inter-item reliabilities are adequate for the

most part. There were several exceptions. The Principled Discipline scale

from t Bronfenbrenner Parent Behavior Inventory exhibited very low re-.

liability w en administered to parents. The parent version of the Prescrip-

tiveness scale which is also from the Parent BehaviorInventopy also proved

to have inadequate scale characteristics.

Commitment to Peers, a two item scale, was completely u relilhle. A

final scale whose reliability was rather 1O6 considering /its ecngth wgs,the

a

Differential Treatment scale. Three items of the original ten were deleted

resulting in a seven item scale with barely adequate reliability.

The corresponding parent and child versions of the Parent Behavior subscales

tended to correlate quite highly. In each case the correlations between the

parent and child versions were significant at better than the .025 confiderice'

interval. The correlations for the corresponding parent and child scales

ranged from a low of .11 for Prescriptiveness and Affective Punishment to a

high of .58 for Power. These intercorrelations are presented in Table

The items which comprise the theoretical scales are presented in Appendix D.
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Table 2a

CORRELATION BETWEEN PARENT AND CHILD VEPSIONS OF THE PARENT BEHAVIOR SCALE
6

SCALE r ,P

Nurturance .27 .0005

Affective Reward .20 .0005

Instrumental Companionship .31 .0005

Affiliative'companionship .31 .0005

Prescriptiveness .11 .025

Social Isolation .39 .0005

Deprivation of Privileges .21 .0005

Protectiveness .38 .0005

Power A .58 .0005

Achievement Demands .29 .0005

Affective punishment .11 .025

Principles diwiOline .14 .01

Inciblgence .27 .0005

Expressive Rejection .35 .0005

Physical Punishment .54 .0005

N= 324
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3.3 SAMPLING AND INCIDENCE ESTIMATION

The runaway study makes use of two different samples--a probability sample

and a purposive sample. These samples and their intended uses are described

in this section.
c,)

A major goal of this study is to test the feasibility of estimating the

incidence of runaway through a survey technique. Since, for all practical pur-

poses, it is impossible to interview all households in even a small,,area of the

country, it becomes necessary to estimate the incidence of runaway from the

incidence observed in some selected subset of households. Which households

are to be selected'is the question addressed by the probability sample.

a The purposive sample consists of households known to have euperienced a

runaway during the Mast year. These households were identified by agencies

which work with runaway youth. The function of the purposive sample is to

provide data from a large nuEber of households which have a runaway youth.

An initial function of the purposive sample (although not realized, as indi-

cated below) was to determine whether families with known runaways would

reliably acknowledge the runaway incident.

The Probability Sample '
The probability sample covers Rio major areas, an urban-suburban area and

a rural area. The urban-suburban sample consists of 2000 households in the urban-

suburban portion of the Denver SMSA and the rural sample` -consistq of ,1'40 house-

holds in rural northeast Colorado.

The sample in each area is of the stratified multi,-stage cluster type. T

sample frame for these areas results from an augmentation of a sample frame

constructed for the Colorado Drug.and Alcohol Abuse Study pREC, 1973).
,

91
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The Drug Use Study and the current study make use of modified block groups

(MBG's)ottd modified enumeration districts (MED's) as primary sampling units.

These are egsentially the block groups and enumeration districts delineated

by the Census Bureau, but they have been collapsed or divided to produce areas

of approximately equal population which cover the areas to be sampled.

For a given area, MBG's and MED's are randomly selected. Within NBC's

ten blocks are selected at random and the households of each selected block

are enumerated. Within MED's all households are enumerated. From the result-

Fng sample frames, 80 households are chosen from each selected MBG or,MED.

Within MBG's.ohouseholds are selected from enumerated blockson a.proportionate

to block size basis. Within ED'sphouseholds are chosen by simple random sampling.

In those blocks or MED's previously used by the Drug Use Study, the pre-

viously enumerated sample frames were used by the present study, but the present

study included a completely new sampling of households.

The Denver SMSA sample is based on a sample of 25 BG's yielding a 25 X 80

2000 household sample size. The rural N.E. Colorado sample consists of eight

F'orm'a - MED's for a 8 X 80 = 640 household sample size.

Estimation and confidence limits

The estimation for each major region of the study is based on stratified

two or three stage cluster sampling, with equal probability of selection at

each stage. Since the desired estimates are 1) percent of youth iqho run away

and 2) percent of "youth households" which have a runaway, ratio estimates

were employed. In all cases the combined ratio estimate and its estimated

variance are used. Formulas for these estimates are presented in Hansen,

Hurcwiztz, and Madow, Vol. I (1953, Ch. 7) with derivations available(in'Vol

Equivalent derivations for the two stage sample are also available in Cochran

9 2 Q
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(Ch.11). Estimates for areas which are combinations of the major regions of

the study are the combined ratio estimates, based on the linear combination of

the ratios in each region, with the variance being the appropriately weighted

sum of the variances within regions. Computer programs were written to per-

form the calculations.

Confidence limits are determined by utilizing the normal approximation to

the distribution of the estimated ratios.

Separate estimates are calculated for the parent report of runaway, for

the combined parent -youth report of runaway, and for the serious runaway cases,-

as described below.

3.4 INTERVIEWING PROCEDURES

Interviewers

Interviewers were hired locally from the two major geographical areas of

thelstudy. By utilizing interviewers who lived in the general area where inter-

viewing occurred, travel costs related to interviewing were minimized. Appli-

cants for the interviewer positions were carefully screened by the project staff.

Care was taken to ensure, however, that in all cases the respondent was not

personally known to the interviewer. Since middle-aged women have been found

to be excellent interviewers for the collection of family data, an attempt was

made to select this type of individual. In general, minority interviewers

were.used in predominantly minority areas. A total of 30 intervicY,rs, 26

females and 4 males, were used in the Denver SMSA samples. Many of these had

college degrees in the social sciences or had several years experience in social

work. A total of 8 interviewers, 6 females and 2 males, were used in rural N.E.

Colorado sameles. A college professor acted as the coordinator for the N.E.

Colorado interviewers.
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All, interviewers attended two intensive training sessions., These sessions

informed the interviewers of the general outline of the study, insured a high

degree of familiarity with the interview schedules, and oriented the interviewers

in terms of dress, behavior, manner of asking items, etc., dur

interview.(The interviewers'manual may be found in Appendix A

e actual

Structure of the Interview Situation

Probability Sample

Once tie interviewers had been trained, they were provided with a packet of

interviews and sent into the field. An address card was attached to each inter-

view, designating the address of one of the preselected households in the sample.

Maps -were created to assist the interviewers in locating the houses listed on,,,

the 'address cards.

Upon arriving at a household, the interviewers identified' hemselves re-

quested the respondents' cooperation, aid proceeded through the interview schedule

as described in section 3.1 above. Tie female parent or guardian was used as

the adult respondent whenever possible. If this individual was not available,

the male parent or guardian was interviewed.

Following completion of the adult interview, if the household had been'iden-

tified as having a'runaway yodth or was to be used as a "control" household,

permission to interview the appropriate youth was requested and an appointment

to interview the youth was made. When the youth was interviewed his coopera-

tion was requested, and the interview proceeded described in section 3.1

above.

If upon arrival at a househola no 'one was at home, this was noted on the

cover sheet of tt3,e interview. Interviewers were required to make a total of

Our call backs on any one household, each call back being indicated on the
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interview, before returning the questionnaire marked not at home. If a

potential respondent intitally did not make a firm refusal to participate in

the study butat least temporarily did not.ash to take part, this fact was

noted on the interview. These two types of interviews were then'assigned to

other interviewers who had proven to be 'exceedingly diligent in finding families

at home and had encountered little difficulty in gaining respondent cooperation.

This procedure resulted in an overall non-response rate of approximately tour

percent (see .,below).

Purposive Sample

The -structure of the interviews from the purposive sample is identical with

that the probability sample with the following exception: Since the purposive

sample respondents were commonly contacted prior to the.
tic

usually possible to make an appointment to do the interview. Thus, the ptobiem,

of not-at-homes was rarely encountered and
(
the second effort of another inter-

viewer was not required.

Informed Consent and Anonymity

The steps used to guarantee the anonymity and informed consent of respop-

dents in the runawa study are described in this section.

Informed Consent

Prior to a responde t (either adult or youth) answering any items on the

questionnaires, a brief &escription of the purpose of the study was provided

and a request for ,the respondents' cooperation'was made. 4t that tin the

respondent, at his own voli L-Vil, Luula ,rtd.ce VL LeLuoc,.

study. Requests to be excluded from the study were honored.

All interviewers were expressly trained and required to obtain Ole verbal

informed consent of all respondents and of the legal guardian of teenaged respon-

dents. The interviewers certified on each questionnaire that this procedure

had been followed.

9 iD
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Anonymity

The major requirement for anonymity is that it be impossible to identify

or associate a completed questionnaire with a particular family or household.

To meet this requirement, sequential identifying numbers were stamped on the

questionnaires. These numbers are matched only with a geographical area (a)

city block or a rural enumeration district) and not with-a particular house-

hold. Within geographical areas, households were selected by a non-reproducible

random process. The "address"--the street address and physical description of

the location--of the selected households were placed on cards and the cards

attached to questionnaires. These cards are removed from the.questionnaires

by the interviewers immediately following the completion of each interview.

wirb to exception of a list maintained at the research office showing

the correspondence between interview numbers and addresses, a questionaire

could be.associated only with a geographical area and not a household. (Until

all interviews from a given geographical area hadheen completed, this list

for administrative functions and error checking.) When all inter-

°' views from a given geographical area were complete the list for that area

maintained at the research office was destroyed, thus insuring complete

anonymity. Since the questionnaire number address list i,s not reproducible,

once that lise'was destroyed, not even the researchers had the capability to

match 'a completed Interview with a given household.

In the following, the procedures described abOve for meeting the anonymity

requirement are specified in greater

Selection of Households

Within the regions sampled, households were enumerated and sequentially

numbered. The selection of INuseholds was accomplished through computer-

generated sequences of random numbers, with the seed of the random number gen-
./

erator being the contents of a real-time clock. This seed was n9t recorded

96.



and is unknown so that it is impossible to recreate the same list of random

numbers or of households.

N

Once households were selected, their addresses were place n cards and

interview packets were created. These packets consist ofran.address card

attached to a questionnaire, with a Sequential identifying number stamp* on the

cover sheet.
r>

Maps were created to assist interviewers in locating the houses listed on

the address cards.

As noted above, each intei;liew,is stamped with a sequential identifying.

number, and each such number is associated with a particdiar
4
geographical

area. A list of the identifying numbers and the associated geographical
P

areas are maintained at the research office foi use analyzing the questionnaire

results. It should be emphasized that this list associates a questionnaire

only with a geographical area and not.a particular 11x;Usehold.

The resulting 'links" between a household, a.geographical area, and a

questionnaire are illustrated below.

.41Q
Illustration

Randomly Selected Address Sequential Geographical

Household Number Street Address Questionnaire Area Code

and Map Number

27 1827 46th Ave. 1082 87

As can be seen from thfs illustration, once the "links" between household

number, address, and the questionnaire number are broken, it would be impos-
.

sible to associate a given questionnaire with a particular household. All that

4

remains is a "link" between a questionnaire and a geographical area.

Immediately-upon completion of an interview, the interviewer removes the

address card, from the interview. Once the address card is removed, in essence,

9 7
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it is impossible to associate the questionnaire with the household interviewed

without the -aid of the complete linked list described in the above illustration.

These0Asts were available only to staff of the Behavioral Research and Eyalua-
o

tion Corporation directly involved in the Runaway Pro,ect, anti they were

.

available tutly for a short period of time.

Destiuction of Household Identification Lists

As indicated above the link4d lists of house numbers, addresses, maps, and

questionnaire numbers were ma 'retained at BREC offices. Utitil all interview

in a particular geographical area were completed,,the lista for that area were

-required for administrative and error checking Procedures. Once all interviews

'from a given geographical area were_..completed the lists, address cards and

maps for that area were destroyed, so that complete anonymity was assured.

Some comments

Within the structure of the research design, the above procedures provided

excellent control of the anonymity of respondents. Immediately upon completion

'of an interview only professionals f the BREC staff had 'the capacity tb asSo-

)

ciate the questionnaiO4 with a giv n household and this capability lasted only

for a short tame. When all questionnaires from a given area were complete,

the procedures produced complete anonyiity. Not even staff of the project could

then' match questionnaires with households. Furthermore, which households were

. interviewed Was no longer known.

7



3.5 PROBABILITY BUNAWAY SAMPLES

Parent 'report
)

Within the probability sample, some subset-of households will be identified

by parents as having experienced a runaway during the last year. This. subset

is referred to As the Wobability runaway sample-crParent Report. As indicated

I
in section III A, both a parent or guardian' of the runaway youth and the runaway

youth were interviewed, whenever the youth was available.

Combined parent-youth report

In some instances, a youth in the control sample (see below) indicated that

he or one of'his siblings had runaway even though his parents had denied such

an occurrence., For this reaw a second runaway sample was constructed which

tontainad all of the cases of parent report of runaway together with the youth-
,. n.

only reported cases of runaway. liOr simplicity, this combined sample will be

called the probability ruhaway sample.

Serious runaway

A third sample made up of cases of runaway which were more serious in nature

was also constructed. The runaways in this sample had been absent from home

foi at lest 24 hours and most had been gone several days longer. This sample

will be referred to as the sl,rious runaway sample.

d

i
.

A breakdown of these samples by time gone from home and by whether the incident ,

was considered a runaway by thevariousresporidents is provided in Table 6.

Similar results are given for the purposive sample, which is described'beloW.

These samples provide an indication of the ingidence of runaway and, in

addition, provide in part, thebasis for drawing iiiferences about the etiology,

course, and termination of runaway episodes.

99
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For this projectfl runaway was determined by two criteria. These are: 1. YbUth,

gone from home without parental permission for more than eight/hours and/or 2. gone

from home with th4 specific intent of running away. The criterion for

o

serious. runaway was absence from home for 24 hours or more.
/

Probability non-runaway or control sample

The probabili y
o
"control" sample consists of °Ample of those families in

the probability samp12 whict, hive 10:18 year old youth but which havnot ex-

perienced a runaway during the last year. The function of the "control" sample

is to provide information bout "non-runaway families" so that comparisons be-

tween "runaway" and "non-runaway" families can be made.

'The control sample consists of a selection of apPrqximately 12 such "non-runaway"

households contacted in the probability sample in each of ehe 25 MBG's sampled in

the Denver SMSA and a selection of eight such householdg in each of.ithe eight

MBG's-FD's sampled in N.E. Colorado. As indicated in 3.1 both a Pat4nt or

guardian and a "randomly" selected youth from each control household were inter-
.

Viewed.

The selection of the youth was carried out by the ,interviewer at' the time of.

the adult interview. The 10-17 year old youths were listed by decreasing age.
1-\

The interviewer then referred to a table inclUded in the interview schedule

which indicateewhich youth was to be interviewed. A series of eight tables

were constructed and one table included in each adult interview. In essence,

these tables insure that each youth, in a household with a Oren number of

youths has an equal Chance of being selected (see Kigh, 1949, Ch. 11),

Purposive sample

The purposive sample consists of families known to have experienced a runaway

youth during the last year. These families were identified by certainagencies

100
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who dealt directly'or indire tly with runaway youth (police, welfare, social

services, runaway houses). The function of/he purposive sample is to provide in-

depth data from a large number.of "runaway families" so that sufficient

inforation about these families and about runaway episodes-would be available.

A with the probability runaway sample, bath a parent and the runaway youth

were interviewed.

Originally the.purposive sample was, in part, designed as a check on thr..,

accuracy of parent/report of runaway in the probability sample. However, with

the exception of a few families, the procedure required for the identification

of a "runaway family" prevented the use of this sample for that purpose. In

order ta protect the privacy of families, the procedure standardly involved

the.ptior contact of the family by phone or letter requesting permission for

.

an Interview, and in some cases respondents were told that the interview con-

cerned runaway. Thus, the interview situation was far different, from the un-

announced arrival of an interviewer, as was the case in the probability sample.

The usefillness'"Of this sample as a check on parent report in the probability

sample was thus largely negated.

The requirements that lead to the necessity of using a priorcontact pro-

cedure, involving court approvals and agency decisions, are explained and docu-

mented in Appendix ( H ).

Probability 'Samkle"-- SamZle Sizes and Non-respons6 Rates--Households

Sample Not at Total
Size Home Refusal No nr

Rsponse

Nop-
Reskase

Rate

1

N. E. Colorado 640 28 10 38 .059

Denver SMS46, 2000 14 55 69 '.035
2 t

Total 2640 42 . 65 107 .040

1101
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Purposive Scmple -- Sample Sizes and Non-response Rates -7 Households By Source

of Sample

Initi 1 contact by police was by letter. The remainder were initially

contacted by phone.

Initial Contact-
Number of

Letters Sent or

Number of
Families
Initially

Not at HaMes Refusals
and

Not AVailable

Police
0

County Uelfare
and Social Service

Departments
Runaway House

Youth DeVelopment
Center

0

Total

Phone Calls
Completed*

500

132

30

16

678

Agreeing to
Participate:
Actual Sample

Size

54

77

17

9

157

3

2

0

0

5. 0

3

3

2

3

11

Non- Response Rate Based on initial contact - .79

Non-Response Rate - Based on a reement to participate .102

As the researchers did not paAicipate in the initial contact procedures

the accuracy of these figures cannot be verified and are likely to involve same

approltimation.

Description of respondents

The following tables present age, sex, and ethnic breakddwns of the respond-

.ents in the various samples. Since this information was collected only for fam-.

ilies wi 10-18 year-old youth, the data are reflective of only respondents

from su households. In some cases, the selected or runaway youth was not

available (out of state, in institutions, etc.) and thus could not be inter-

viewed (see Table 6A). The frequency of

1 0 2

is situation is indicated in the
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"youth unavailable" columns and explaip>s, in part, the different fre-qAencies

observed in the adult and youth respondent descriptions. The variation in

frequencies between adult and youth descriptions also depends on the number

of runaways encountered in one house., Only one adult per household was inter-

viewed, but all available runaway youth in a'household welre intervtewed.

As Table 3 indicates, only two pushout cases were encountered in this

. study. As a result, pushout as a separate class is not examined in the remain-

der of this report?

103

il
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Table 3 Adult Respondents Probability Sample Youtill'Households

Age k Sex MALES FEMaES
30 or Over 30 or

cl

'
Over

Under '01-40 41-50 50 alder 31-40

Demographic 3 28 22 14 10 84

chart only

'Control 2 15 30 6 13 .116
. 1

.

RUnaway i . 4. 1 0 1 10,,

Parent-report
...

Runawhy 0 3 0 0 0 9

Youth-report

Pushout

TOTAL SAMPLE. 6 .50

TOTAL MALE 130

Ethnicity

C4

Demographic chart only

Control

20 24 219

TOTAL FEMALE 473

Anglo Chicano

141-50 50

63 24

99 27

8 1

6 1

1

177 53

217 30

258 35

Runaway Parent- report 24 1

1
Runaway Youth-report 13 6

.PushoyX 2 0 G

Total Sample 476 72

Total
...._

A

248

308

26

19

603

Other
I Minorit-5? Total'

1 248

15 308

1 26

0 19.

0 2

55 603



Table 4

Awe X Sex

'98

Youth Respondents Probability Sample. Youth Households

MALES, FEMALES a Youth
10-13 14-15 16-14_ - 10-13 14-15 16-18 Unavailable _Tot;a1

Control 52 31 42 ; 619 41 '60 , 21 308

Runaway 4 5 7 3 1 5- 6 31

Parent7report

Runaway 2 3 6 0 3 5 0 19
Youth-report

Total 58 39 55 64 , 45 70

TOTAL MALEMALE 152 TOTAL FEMALE 206 358

Ethnicity

Control

Runaway Parent-report

Runway Youth-report

Total

tither

Anglo Chicano Minority Total

237 37 13 287

22

13 6

272 44

1 2 2.5's

19

15 331

0
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Table 5 /Adult Respondents Purposive Sample

Age X Sex

Age

I
Ethnicity

MALES FEMALES
30 or Over 30 or Over
Under 31-40 41-50 50 Under 31-40 41-50 50 Total

5 5 3 6 79 36 7

', TOTAL MALE 13

Anglo

113

TOTAL FEMALE 128 141

Other
Chicano Minority

18 10

Table 6 Youth Respondents Purposive Sample

'Age X Sex

Age

Ethnicity
%\,

Total

141

0

MALES FEMALES .Youth
10-13 '14-15 16-18 10-13 14-15 16-18 Unavailable Total

g .
.

9 18 22 10 36 34 12 141

TOTAL MALE 49 TOTAL FEMALE 80
-a

Anglo

101

Other
Chicano Minority Total

16 12 129

1 0

O
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Table 6A

Time gone from home by whether -the incident vas considered a.runeuay by the
4

various respondents.

GONE FROM HOME GONE FROM HOME GONE FROM HOME

LESS THAN 8 HOURS 8,HOURS TO 24 HOURS 24 HOURS OR MORE

_Ala

Probability Sample

Not
Running.

Away
Running
Away

NO
Running
Away

Running-
Away

Not
Rimming
Away

- Running

Away
,

Parent Report 7 1 1 2 10 12

Probability Sample
Youth Report 3 2 4 14

Probability Sample
Control Youth ReOrt
About Self 13 1 5' 1 1- 3

lurposive Sample

.11

Parent Report 1 5 4 3 20 109,

Purposive Sample
Youth Report 2 4 4 15 101

,r)

L07

1
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Table 6B

Unavailable youth by reason for non-contact

Unavailable Youth:
Reason for Non-Contact

Parent did not
grant permission

Youth refused to
participate

Youth currently living
outsidd survey area

.Youth currently "on
the run"

Probability*Sample

2

0

Youth ipatitutionaliie.d ,1

Never contacted
Never at hiome 2

Purposive Sample

0

1

r.

*Five cases of unavailable youth in the probability sample are contained
in the serious runaway group. One never contacted case comes from the Parent-
Control youth runaway grdup.

O

108
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METHODS USED IN HYPOTHESIS TESTING'AND TYPOLOGICAL ANALYSES

One-way analysis 'of variance was usedt, test for differences between

runaways and non-runaways. Post-hoc comparisons between purposii)e and pro-'

bability runaways were performed using the studantized Newman7Kuels compari-

son test. Stepwise discriminant analysis was utilized;in many of the analyses

as well.,

In the later section of this report a series of typological analysis are

conducted. Initially t6_clarify the etiological and possibly explanatory

characteristics of runaways, and:later to ermine the episodic patterns of

runaways. (-Th following methodological a'ppr aehes Were -utilized in creaping

these -typologies.

For the etiological wort the. full'samples were initially analyzed by

the minimums- variance clustering-method of Ward (1963). This provided .h good

,4"

hierarchical tree structure-for the total samples. However., it is well known

that the Ward method may not give the optimal partition at any one partition

level. Therefore, wovtilized this approach essentially as a starting point

to provide input parameters to the more effective iterative relocation cluster-

.

ing CAcCrea, 1970; Wishart,.1969; Ball, 1970). The iterative relocation tech-

nique ( etimes known as K-means clustering) attempts to'successively improve

any classification by continual modification until some mathematical criteria

of "goodness" is optimized. When the method cannot further optimize this cri-

teria the analysis ends. In the present study we utilized the sum of the

,within-type squared deviations; of each type-meiber from the type center for

the optimization criterion. In all of the work dealing with the creation of

types there is a necessity to Moose some measure of similarity between the

persons entering the analysis. In both of the present analyses we utilized the

unweighted euclidean distance (D). In both the Hidrarchical Ward analysis and



4

103

the single partition K- -means analysis this is squared during 'the process of

classification. Alternative similarity criteria and classification criteria

are available. However, there is nb clear-cut justification for the choice of

any of them fiver those selected An this analysis. In examining the concurrent

validity of t1 later typologies we cross-score the emeigant types on variables
a

which did not enter the typology construction phase as part of the input variable

set. .0ne-way ANOVA's were run across these types on all continuous variables,

while simple cross tabulations, contingency cdefficients, and chi-squares were

utilized to examine inter-type-differences for nominal variables. Although

formal significance tests were pzesented in all of this work, we prefer to use

these.tests in a descriptive sense. The typologies are then further examined

by means f the.stepwise multiple'discrdminant:analysis to assess the degree

to-which,thetypes are well separated, the degree to which the cases in the

typOlogy 'can be correctly clasSified utilizing only their score patterns on

the raw variables, and-to givea computati9n of the '- statistic. This latter

statistic (Wilk's Lambda) is an index of the'classificatory "goodness" of"a

typology. Finally simple, graphical plot is provided in the discriminant space

Of the first two canonical variables. This is useful in suggesting desgrees of

overlap between types, although since only,the first two canonical variables are

used it should not be regarded as a firm test of non-separation.
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FEti,3IDILITTCRIT7IA

The question of feasibility cuts across all major components of this study.

In the following, the methods used inqexamining the various feasibility issues

are discussed within the ,general topic to which they apply.

Incidence Estimation

An initial step in the estimation of the incidence,of runaway through a

survey of households is to correctly identify those households which contain

. a runaway youth. The accuracy of using parent report of runaway will, thus be

carefully checked The frequency of false negative and false positive'parent

reports will be examined and comparisons o the parent and youth descriptions

of runaway eptsodes will be made. The term false negative is used to refer to

tr

d those cased where parents denied that their child had runaway but where the youth

interviewed indicated that'he had in fact run away. These cases thus form part

of the parent-control°Youth runaway sample. Similarly, the term false positive

refers to those cases where parents indicatet that their child had runaway but

'where the youth denied the occurrence of the runaway incident.

The effect of differing rates of runaway in different geographical areas

(urban vs. suburban, for example) on incidence estimation will be considered.

Both the accuracy of the estimates and the adequacy of episodic and etiological

information may be affected by encountering different rates in different areas.

A comparison of officially reported rates of runaway to the estimated rates

will be made. The accuracy of such reports obviously has great effect on

the necessity of inci4Fnce measurement through a survey of households

Enisoic, Social-psychological, and Etiological Data

The major feasibility questions related to this set of data lie in the

capability of calleCting such information trod in the adequacy or usefulness
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. of this-data in un6standing the runaway phenomenon. The related portions

of the results section of thfs report will document the utility of the infor-

mation. The capability of collecting the information will be examined through

checks of missing dati and refusal of respondents to answer the sections of

' the. questionnaire related to these topics.

-o

Services Data

The usefulness of the services data in examining the utilization of and

user satisfaction wits various services provi4,es the major feasibility test

for this data.

N

1 2

FJ
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Section 4: Results

i3
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4.1 INCIDENCE OF RUNAWAYS

Incidence Estimates

The'following table provides the estimated incidence of runaway in the

major geographical areas of this study. Estimates of the percent of the

Youth population that have runaway and the percent *youth households that

contain a runaway are tabulated. Estimates based on 1. parent report only,

2. the combined parent7control youth report, and 3. serious .runaway are

given .(see metho4Aogy sectiork, page89).

Although the estimated incidence of runaway depends on the definition of

runaway employed, a.general statement baked on table 7 4 is that approx-

imately 2 to 4 percent of youth 0-17 years old have run away during the last

year, and that approximately 4 to 7 percent of youth households contain such

a runaway.
4

From table 7 it can be seen that regardless of which estimate is

used, the runaway rate for the urban- suburban area,is approximately two to

three times larger than the rate for the rural area, both for the percent of

youth population and for the percent of youth households. This, coupled with

the high population density in the urban-suburban area and low density

in the rural area, indicates that the preponderance of runaways .(at least

for the regions sampled in this, project) come from the urban-suburban area.

This observation was also confirmed by attempts to locate runaways for

the purposive sample in two of the rural counties. Intensive efforts in these

counties involviong police, Welfare-social services departments, schools, a

mental health clinic, and local churches resulted in the location of only

five runaway youth.

Table 7 also indicates a somewhat higher rate of runaway from the

suburban area as opposed to the more urban area. s3Since the youth population

114
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of the suburban area is approximately twice that of the urban area the

expected number of suburban runaways is more than twice the number from the

urban area.

The divergence of the estimates based on the parent-only, the combined

parent-control youth, and serious runaway reports is evident in'table 7

This divergence is taken up in the discussion of feasibility issues.

7,

115
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Comparison of Estimates with Official 'Data

e Table 8 presents the estimated frequency of runaway based on the probability

sample together yith the number of runaways (missing persons) repokted to the

various law enforcement agencies with jurpdiction in the-geographical areas

of this study. In the rural area, adequate records of runaway reports were

not maintained and thus were unavailable for comparison.

Table 8 Incidence of Runayay as Reported to Law Enforcement
Agencies Contrasted with Estim9ed Incidence

Source

Reported
Law Enforce-
ment Agencies

Fre-'
quency

to

Percent
Youth
Popu-
lation

Parent
Report

,

Fre-
quency

Percent
Youth
Popu-

lation

Parent-control
Youth

A

Fre-
quency

Report

.Percent

Youth
Popu-

lation

Serious
Runaway

Fre-
quency

Percent
Youth
Popu-.
lation

'4

N.E. Colorado Unavailable 83 0.71 161 1:380, 83 0.71

Denver Urban Area 832 0.95 696 0.79 2766 3.15 927 1.05

Denver Suburbs 3459 1.81 5210 2.72 7632 3.99 4103 2.15

Denver SMSA 4291 1.54 5906 2.12 1A98 3.72 5030 1.80

As can be seen in Table

ku

8 1 , the official reports of runaway in the

Denver SMSA are, lower than either
D

and much lower pan

report for' the De fier urban area is, however, higher than the

on parent report

1 Based on the comparisons avail Ale in table 8

the parent report or serious case estimates

arent-control youth report estimate. The official

ficial feports of the incidence of runaway are lower

incidence based

, in general, the of--

than the estimated (and

assumed more accurate) incidence of runaway. That this should in fact'be the
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case, is borne out by anexaMination of the serious runaLiay- eAsPs. Only

17 of the 28 serious cases, or approximatley 60%, were reported to the police,.

In 9 of the remaining 11 cases, parents discovered the intended destination

of the youth within a short time and thus, presumably, felt less. need of

official assistance in locating their child. 'Within the purposive sample,

'reports of missing youth are similar. In this sample 101 of the 139 cases

or approximately 73%, were reported to the police. Since the purposive sample

was, in part, .clentified through police records, the higher percentage reported

-in the purposive sample is to be expected.

Since the ratio of police reports to theeatimated incidence of serious

% runaway lies in the .80 to .90 range, while only 60% of the serious cases

were reported, it would appear that both serious and non-serious cases are

reported to the police, but both are.rieported at a lower rate than that which

occurs within the population. Using the weaker parent-control youth definition

of runaway, (8 hours or intent to run away) the official data account for only

41% of the estimated number of runaways.
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o

4.2 BIVARIATE COMPARISONS BETWEEN RUNAWAYS AND NON- RUNAWAYS

The comparison of the non-runaway families, probabiliesample runaway

families, and the purposive sample runaway families'on each of the 75 theoretical

variables is discussed in this section. A special note of caution is sug-

gested for the reader. Generalizations should be made tentatively regarding

any of the many findings presented in this section for two reasons. First,

runaways are compared as a group to non-runaways. Elsewhere in this report

compelling arguments are made which suggest that runaway youth are not a

homogeneous group: In fact, they appear to be quite as heterbgeneous on many

dimensions\as any other youth. For example, when the statistically significant
a

finding that runaway youth exhibit monedelinquentbehavior than non runaway

youth is reported, the reader should bear in mind that this is a gross

generalizatiod\based on the mean or central tendency of the runaway sample.

There. is great variance within the runaway groups. 'Elsewhere it is suggested

that there are several types of runaway youth which are no more generafl)kdelin-

quent }han non-runaway youth.

Second ,many of the measures used to assess the various dimes si As in the 6'

family, peer, and school contexts represent some overlap and confilon Ariance.

For example, the subscales in the Bronfenbrenner Parent Behavior Scale are

quite highly intercorrelated. Therefore, some of the significant differences

between runaways and non-runaways as measured by these scales may be somewhat

misleading. The multivariate analyses presented elsewhere are designed to ex-

plicitly account for this common problem of intercorrelated independent variables.

Because the probability sample of runaways and purposive sample of run-

aways did not appreciably differ in their age, sex, and socioeconomic composition,

these two runaway samples are collapsed for many of the analyses to follow.



113

However, in this se ion the separation of purposive sample runaways and prob-
,,,

ability sample runaw ys s mlilkt ained because in several instances there are
, 4

A,4

differences between the tc-,,, runway samples on some of the theoretical variables.
_

.

Parental measures

Among the three measures of parental personality characteristics, there

is no clear and predicted distinction between parents of runaway youth and

parents of non-runaway youth (see Table G1). Parents ofni-on-runaway youth

exhibited significantly highet self-esteem scores thp did parent's of runaway

youth from the probability'sampIe. Yet, parental self-esIteen did not differ

in comparisons of the purposive sample of runaway families to either the non-

runaway families or the probability sample iunaway families. With regard

to parental Sdcial Estrangement, there were no differences in any of the

comparisons. Probability sample runaway families exhibited aignificantly

higher levels of Parental Powerlessness than either non-runaway 'families or

purposive sample runaway families.
e '

The pattern of findings from the other measures of parental attitudes and

behaviors is more consistent. Parental Negative Labeling and Parental Dissatis-
,e

faction plFoved to significantly differentiate between each of the three samples

such that parents of runaways in the purposive sample were most dissatisfied

with their child's behavior and negatively labeled their child most. Parents

of non-runners were the least dissatisfied with their child's behavior and

negatively labeled theif child least. Families of runaway youth from the

probability sample fell midway between the non-runaway families and the pur-

posive runaway families on each,of these measures (see Table Cl).

Parents of non-runays appeared to hold significantly stronger attitudes

against the child's deviance from conventional norms than did parents of

runaway youth in both the probability and purpoaive samples. This pattern is

120
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replicated for the level of Parental Achievement Demands. As indicated in

6 Table Gl parentg of non-runaway youth exhibited significantly higher demands

for the achievement in their child than did parents of purposive or probability

runaways.
a

Many of the subscales from the Bronfenbrenner Parent Behavior Scale which

were administered to the parents proved to significantly differentiate between

the several samples. For seven of the fifteen subscales parents- of non-

runaways differed significantly from parents-of both probability and purposive

runaways. Parents of non-runaways scored significantly higher on Nur-

turance, Affective Reward, and Affective Companionship and scored significantly

lower oncSocial ISolation, Affective Punishment, Indulgence, and Expressive

Rejection. In two cases parents of non-runners were significantly diffeient

from parents of purposive runaways only: parents of non-runaways scored

higher on Prescriptiveness and lower on Deprivation of Privileges. In one

case pareQts of both runaways and non-runaways' in the probability sample

-, differed significantly from parents of runaways in the purposi sample: Par-

ents in the probability sample scored more highly on Instrumental Companionship

than parents in the purposive sample regartiless of whether there was a run

away youth or not. (The results discussed here are presen4 in Yable G 2

Youth measures

The youth variables can be considered in relation to the school, peer,

and hom,t or family contacts. There is a familia'r pattern to be found in the

variables whiccribe the school context. Non-runaway youth have signifi-

cantly
-

higher grades in English, over all grades, track or ability level in

school, school involvement, educational aspiration, educational expectations

for success, and attitudes toward school in general than do runaway youth in

either the probability or purposive samples. Consistent with this pattern is

N-6

121
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the finding that non - runaway youth have repeated a grade less often and

spend more time in extra-mural activities'than runaway youth in the purposive

sample (see Table 6 3 ) .

Several of the variables pertaining to the peer context significantly

differentiate between non-runaway youth and runaway youth from both the probability

and purposive samples. Non-runaway youth felt significantly greater normative

pre ure toward conventional behavior from their friendship group than did

purposive or probability runaw.gi youth. Thedelinquent'behavior of the friends

of runaway youth appears to be dramatically higher than the deliquente behavior

of the friends of the non-runaway youth (see,Table G 4).

The fifteen subscales from the Parent Behavior Scale were administered to

the youth as well as the parents. Non-runaway youth perceived their parpnts

to be higher on Affective Reward, In§trumental Companionship, Affiliative

Companionship, Nurturance\ and Principled Discipline than did runaway youth.

Runaway youth from the purposive sample perceive& their parents' behavior

differently than youth frp the other two s(rmples two instances; purposive
0

runawaysperceived their patents to-be higher on Expressive Rejection and

Affective Punishment than did the youth in the other two samples. .(See

Table G5 for a presentation of these results.)

The thrust of the tendency for non-Ninaways to differ from runaways

in both samples continues f6r the other measures of variables in the family'

context. Runaway youth reject their parents and perceive their parents as

rejecting them significantly more than do non-runaway youth. In addition; n6n-

runaway youth perceive the level of intra-parental conflict in their families

to be significantly lower than do runaway youth. The extent to which the

00"

youth perceive their parents to he dissatisfied with their behavior and the

extent to which youth report the use of extreme physical abuse by parents are
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both significantly greater for runaway youth in the' purposive sample than for

non-runaway youth (see Table"6 5 ).
O

While the mean scores for the four youth personality variables are all

ordered in the expected direction, only normlessness'significantly differentiates

betN. en non-runaways On the one hand.and runaways from t& purposive and

probability samples on the other. Non-runaways 'exhbit significantly less

normlessness than do runaways. Additionally, non-runners differed significantly

from the purposive runaways only such that non-runaways scored lower on

powerlessness, higher on self-esteem, and lot,Tr on societal estrangement. The

o

self-reported delinquent behavior of non-runaways was -dramatically and signifi-

cantly less than that for runaways in either sample.

a

Compar ns on several ,single-item measures

Runaway. families from the purposive and probability samples were compared to

non-runaways on several demographic variables. While previous research had sug-

,gested-that marital status might be a key discriminating variable between 'runaway

and not runaway families, ,no reliable differences were found between the three

.

samples on this variable. Additionally there were nq differences between the

three groups on whether they owned lrented houses. However, runaway families

were somewLt more likely to lives in apartments than were non-runaway families.

'There were several items which were designed to assess the extent to which
1

families had moved both within town and from town to town in the last five years

or in the4ast year. There were no significant differences in movement rate

between the three samples (non-runaway, probability runaway, and purposive

runaway).

9
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-Multivariate consideration of the theoretical variables

Each of the measures which were administered to the parents and youth

in the study were submitted to a stepwise discriminant analysis in order to

assess their combined utility in the global differentiation-of runaway

families from non-runaway families. Unlike the single variable tests

reported above, the procedures used in this analysis enable the common variance

between the independent variables to be partialed out or subtracted. Thus,

variables are empirically added to a discriminant function in a stepwise

manner only when they significantly account for unique variance. The results

of this analysis are presented in Table 9 at the end of this section.

Negative labeling by parents was the single most powerful variable

which differentiated between runaways and non-runaways. This variable alone

produces a 74.4% level of accuracy in classifying families into their re-

spective groups. Nurturance (parent measure), Friend's Delinquent Behavior,

Attitudes Toward'School, Child Battery, Affective Punishment (parent measure),

Powerlessness (parent measure), Affective Punishment (youth scale),Occupational

Aspirations, and Marital Conflict each contribute uniquely to the differen-

tiation ofrunaways from not-runaways.. When these ten scales are combined

in the discriminant function the level of the correct classification of

families as runaway onnon-runaway reaches 85.4%, It becomes clear that in

the global comparison of runaway families to non-runaway families, parent/of

runaway youth are higher on negative lah.elling, higher in the use of extreme

physical punishment, higher on the use of affeEtive punishment, higher on

intra-parental conflict, and express less nurturance toward their child than

parents,of non-runaway youth. Runaway youth have friends who are more de-

linquent, have less,favorable attitudes toward school, have a greater feeling

of powerlessness and lower occupationpl aspirations than non-runaway youth.

124
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Again the reader is remindedishatthis analysis is based on the central

tendency of the runaway sample as a whole. Elsewhere a complete discussion

of the different empirical types of runaways is developed. This typology

strongly suggests that there'are runaways who do not fit the description

outlined above.

11
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4.3 BIVARIATE COMPARISONS OF VARIOUS RUNAWAY,CATEGORIES: AGE; SEX, ETHNICITY,
SOCIALCLASS AND MULTIPLE-SINGLE

0

Bivariate comparisons between anglo and non-anglo runaways

Because of the small numbers of ethnic minorities in the runaway samples,

the two largest groups, black andwchicano, were collapsed in a comparison

with anglos. In several instances there were differences between anglos apd

non-anglos on parental variables. Non-anglo parents of runaways exhibited

greater feelings of social estrangement, greater feelings of dissatisfaction

with their child's behavior, and greater,negative labeling than anglo parents

of runaways. The subscales from the Parent Behavior Scale administered to

parents indicated that anglo parents were higher than non-anglo parents on

AffectiVe Reward, Instrumental Companionship, and Indulgence. Non-anglo parents

were higher than anglo parents on Deprivation of-Privileges, Achievement DeMands,

and the use of Physical Punishment (see Table G12)

There were very few differences between anglos and non-anglos on any of

the measures administered to the youth. Anglo youth exhibited a greater

commitment to their peers and reported their parents to be more indulgent

toward them (see Tables G 15 and G 16).

Bivariate comparisons between runaways,-from three social classes,

The Hollingshead composite index of social class was used for the purpose

of the following analyses. The composite index can range from 11 (highest

social class)'to 84 (lowest social class). For the results presented below

Class 1 (high) corresponds to Hollingshead scores from 11 to 30; Class 2

*See Hollingshead, August B., and Frederick C. Redlich, Social Class and
Mental Illness: A Community Study, New York: John t4ley and Sons, 1958, pg.
390-391 for a description of this index.

126
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(middle) corresponds to Hollingshead scores from 31 to 46, and Class 3 (low)

corresponds to Hollingshead scores from 47 to 84. The results of the social

class comparisons for all theoretical variables are presented in Tables G 18 -C 24.

Parent measures

In only one case were there significant differences between each of the

three classes on a single variable. Parents of runaways from the low social

class felt significantly greater social estrangement than parents from the

middle social class, who, in turn, felt significantly less social estrangement

than did parents of runaways from the highest social class.

In several instances, parents of runaways in the lower social class

differed significantly from parents of runaways in the middle and upper

groups. Parents from the lower social class felt greater dissatisfaction with

their chiles behavior, greater social isolation in th behavior toward

their child, greater power in their behavior toward their child, and used

greater physical punishment than did parents from the mid and upper social

classes (see Table G19).

O

Youth measures

Several significant differences between the social class groups were in-

dicated on measures pertaining to variables in the school context. Runaway

youth in the e middle and higher groups tended to have significantly higher over-

all grades and tended to be in higher Tracks or ability levels in school than

A,

runaways in the lower social class grouping. The Educational Aspirations

of the runaway youth from the high social class grouping were significantly

higher than those for the middle and low class groups. Consistent with these
,13

a

results is the finding that the Educational Expectations for success were higher

1'2,7
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for the upper social class group thad for riie-lower'social class grouping (see

Table, CM). /

A number-of, differences also appeared on measures of variables in 4ahe peer

O.

context. Lower social class runaways reported having significantly more

friends than runaways from the other two class groupings. Lowey social class

runaways also reported spending more time. with their parents and less time by

themselves than the other two social groups. Middle class runaways reported

greater normative pressure toward conventional behavior from their peer

group than either upper or,lower social class runners. However, there were

no differences by social class on the amount of delinquent behavior engaged in

by friends of the runaways in the samples (see Table G21 ) .

Only one reliable difference appeared regarding the personality-char-

acteristics of the runaways of different social classes. Runaways from the

loOest social class exh4bited a significantly greater sense of powerlessness

than runaways from the upper and;piddle groupings (see Table G23).

Bivariate comparisons between 10-13 year old-, 14-15 year old-, and 16-V
year old runaways

It)

The runaway sample wao divided into three groups based on the age of

the runaway youth. Group 1 consists of 10 to 13 year olds. Group 2 consists

of 14 to 15 year olds. Sixteen and ove comprises the third age group.

0

Parental measures-

There were two consistent and inte i g findings involving parental

personality characteristics. Parents of 10 to 13 yea? old runaways were

found to have significantly lower self-esteem and higher Powerlessness than

parents of runaways in either of the other two age groups.

The behavior of parentS toward their runaway youth pears to be differ-

entially distributed by age of the youth. Parents of 10 to 13 year old

128



12.2

runaways were higher than parents in th,e other two age groups on the following

stibscales from the parent behavior inventory.: Social Isolation, Deprivation

of PrAlvilegies, Power, Affective Punishment, and Physical Punishment (see

Table G26) .

Youth measures

The younger age group of runaways (10-13 year olds) Was significantly

different from the two older age groups on several of the measures of variables

in the school context. The younger runaways were higher on SChool Involvement,

Aspiration for School Involvement, and indicated more positive Attitudes

Toward Schoollin general than the two older groups Of runaways-(see Table G27).

However, Negative tirbeling by Teachers was greater for the 14 to 15 year olds

than the 16+ year olds.

As indicated in Table G28 runaway youth in the older age group reported

significantly less friends than the two younger age groups. The amount of

time spent alone by the younger age group was significantly less than for

the two older age groups.

The pattern of findings concerning differences in the parent behavior

by age of youth as perceived by the 'youth was similar to the parent's report

of their own behavior. The trend tended to be such that younger runaways

reported their parents as higher on Instrumental Companionship, higher on

Social Isolation, higher on Physical Punishment, higher on Nurturance, higher

on Protectiveness and higher on Power than did older runaways (see Table G29).

There were no differences attributable to age on any of the personality

measures administered to the runaway. youth. There were, however, large differ-

ences in delinquent behavior between the different age groups. Younger
4

runaways were significantly less delinquent generally, before they ran.4waY,

and while they were running away than older runaways (see Table 030).

129
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Bivariate comparisons between male 6pd female runaways

Parent measures

'There were only three significant differences between parents of male aId

female runaways on any of the measures administered to parents. Parents of

female runaways held stronOr attitudes against their child's deviance from

conventional norms than did parents of male runaways (see Table G31). Pent

behavior differed on two of the Parent Behavior Scale subscales. Parents of

female runaways reported being more protective and more indulgent toward their

child than did parents of male runaways (see Table G32).

Youtfi measures

The overall school gradA of runaway femallPwere-significantly higher

than those for male runaways. Male runaways reported having significantly more

friends than female runaways. Male,runaw ported that their parents

were higher on Affective reward, perceived their parents as rejecting them

more, and reported that their parents used extreme physical punishment to a

greater extent than female runaways. On the other band, female runaways

reported their parents to be more Nurturant and higher on the use of Principled ,

discipline than did male runaways (see Table G45) Female runaways were

significantly higher than male runaways on the personality variable of

Powerlessness.

Multivariate consideration of male and female vnaways

Stepwise discriminant analyses were performed on the parent measures and

youth measures separately in order to ascertain those variables which best

differentiated between male and female runaways. On the basis of the adult

measures it appears that parents of female runaways were more indulgent and

protective toward their child, made greater use of affective punishment and

30
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expressive rejection, had a greater sense of powerlessness, and held st4nger

attitudes against their child's deviance than parents of male runaways (see Table 9 ).

On the basis of the youth measures the result of the discriminant analysis

performed to compare male and female runaways indicates that male runaways

can be characterized as having higher Educational Aspirations, lower Societal

ct3

Estrangement, lower Powerlessness and higher Self-esteem than female runaways.

Female runaways perceive their parents to be higher on Expressive Rejectiap,

Indulgence, Marital Conflict and lower on Achievement Demands than male runners.

4

fl
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Bivariatecomoarison of multiple and single runaways

Overall, one time and multiple runaway youth appear remarkably similarsee

Ta113-18).1lowever, a stepwise discriminant analysis was performed and several
4

important differentiating variables were isolated (see Table 19). While runabays

as a group tended to hold less favorable attitudes toward school than non-runaways,

multiple runaways appear to dis ike school considerably more than one-time

runaways.

Parental achievement demands were significantly higher for single runaways

than for multiple runaways. 'However, grades in English made a significant

contribution to the discriminant function such that multiple runaways had reliably

higher grades than single runaways. Multiple runaways engaged in significantly more

delinquentbehavior while running away than one-time runaways as well. The only per-

sonality characteristic upon which single and multiple runaways differed was

Powerlessness. Mul iple runners tended to feel less powerlessness than singly runners.

Three of thg- parent personality characteristics measured proved important in the

discriminant function. Parents of multiple runners appear to have significantly

lower self-esteem and high societal estrangement than parents of one-time runners.

Yet, parents of single runaways exhibited greater powerlessness than 41.d parents of

multiple runaways.

The reader might bear4in mind that tde grade in English measure was the
eighth variable to enter the step-wise discriminant function presented in
Table 19. There was no significant difference on overall grades between multiple
and single runners although the means for this variable presented in Table 15
might suggest that there were.

1
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Table 9
Stepwise Discriminant Analysis to Differentiate Between Runaways and Non-runaways:

Analysis Based on Both Parent and Youth Variabled

Step Var.

No. No. Variable F-Ratio U-Statistic

1 Parental Negative.
Labelling/ 159.8 .75,

2 purturance (parent
scale) 52.0 .68

3 Friend's Delinquent
. Behavior 53:2 .61

4 Attitudes to School 60.6 .55

5 Child Battery 14.0 .53'

6 Affective Punishment
(adult scale) 9.4 .52

,7 Powerlessness 9.4 .51
(child scale)

8 Affective PliaShment
(child scale) 10.4 .50

9 Occupational Aspirations 8.6 .49

10 Marital Conflict 6.4 .48

(child scale)

I S

% Correctly
Classified

c3

74.4

1.9

80.5

g4.0

84 4
o 1"

83.8

84.4

83.8

85.0

85.4
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Table 10

Final Classification Matrix Following 10th Step of Discriminant Analysis

Actual Class Membership Generated
Membership b);'Discriminant Function

4

- -

Runner Non-Runner

Runaways 1 146 34

Non-Runaways 38 275

% Runners Mistlassified = 18.9%

% Non-Runners Misclassified '\--= 12.1%

131
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Figure 7

ScatteK Plot of Runaways and Non-runaways in Discriminant Space
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Taple 11 Discriminant Analysis to Differentiate between Male and Female

Runners. Analysis Based on Adult Scales

Step C
No. Variable

,
F-Ratio U-Statistic

1 Indulgence 4.9 .97
(

3
Affective punishment 8.9 .92

,

3 Protectiveness 5.6 .89

4 Expressive rejection 3.0 .87
I

5 Parental alttitudes against 2.1 .86

': c ild deviance

6 Life even 2.6 .84 'a-11t0

7 Powerlessness 1.7 .83

o

136
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Table 12 Discriminant Analysis to Differentiate Male and Female Runners
Analysis Based on Yooh Scales

Step
No. Variable F-Ratio U-Statistic

1 Educational aspirations 14.1 .92

2' Societal estrangement 6.8 D .88

3 Powerlessness 6.4 .85

4 Self-esteem 5]\._ .82

5 , Expressive rejection 3.9 .80

6 School--aspiration4or
involvement G 1 4.4 .78

Parental achievement demands 3.7 .76

Marital conflict 1.5 .76

9 Indulgence 1.2 .75

10 Prii7cipled discipline. 1.4 .74

O
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Table 13

GLOBAL DIFFERENCES BETWEEN MULTIPLE AND SINGLE RUNAWAYS ON PARENT CHARACTERISTICS

MEAN

VARIABLE NAME SINGLE MULTIPLE ALL RUNNER

Qo

Parent self-esteem 31.45 .6 30.9

Parent serial Estrangement 12.6 13.5 13.1

Parental powerlessness 6.9 6.3 6.8

Parentl attitude against
self-d4viance 44.4 44.3 44.4

Life events scale 16.5 16.9 16.8

Marital conflict 6.2 6.0 6.1

arental Dissatisfadtion 23.6 28.2 27.4

Parental achievement
demands 9.9 9.4 9.6'

Parental attitudes against
child's deviance 49.3 49.7 49.5

Parental negative labeling 18.9 22.1 20.7

138
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Table 14

GLOBAL DIFFERENCES BETWEEN MULTIPLE AND.SINGL8 RWNAWAYS ON PARENT-CHILD RELATIONSHIPS

VARIABLE NAME SINGLE

MEAN

ALL )RUNNERMULTIPLE

Nurturance 12.4 11.9. 12.1

Affective Reward 12.7 12.2 12.4

Instrumental companionship 10.9 9.8 10.3

..
Affiliative companionship 11.4 11.5 11.5

Prescriptiveness, 12.5 12.8 12.7'

Social, isolation 6.4 6.4 6.4

Deprivation of privileges 7.6 8.0 7.8

Protectiveness 8.6 9.4 9.0

Power 10.7 10.9 10.8

Achievement demRnds 8.6 8.5 8.5

Affective punishment 8.7 8.3 8.5

Principled discipline 11.1 11.1 11.1

Indulgence 5.6 5.2 5.4

Expressive Rejection 7.9 8.5 8.3

Physical punishment 4.6 5.1 4.9
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Table 15

GLOBAL DIFFERENCES BETWEEN ,MULTIPLE AND SINGLE RUNAWAYS ON SCHOOL VARIABLE

VARIABLE -PIAME SINGLE

MiAN

MULTIPLE

Grade in English 3.0 3.2

Overall grade 3.3' 3.1

Track 1.2 1.1

Repeated Grade 1.4 1.4
I

Time spent extramural
activities 2.2 1.9

School involvement (reversed
score) 3.6 3.7

Aspiration for involvement
(reversed score) 3.0 2.9

Involvement/aspiration
disjunckion .657 .831

-Negative labeling by, teachers 17.2 20.9

Educational Aspirations 3.4 2.8

Educational expectations 3.1 2.7

Educational aspirational
expectation disjunction .342 .213

Occupational aspirations 2.9 2.0

Occupational expectations 2.2 2.0

Attitudes to schqk 25.7 22.8

a
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ALL RUNNER

3.1,

3.2

1 '

1.4

2.0

2.9

.753

18.8

3.1

2.8

.272

2.1

2.1

24.1
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Table 16

GLOBAL DIFFERENCE BETWEEN MULTIPLE 'AND SINGLE RUNAWAYS ON PERSONAL VARIABLES AND
ti

DELINQUENT BEHAVIOR

MEANS

SINGLE MULTIPLE ALL RUNNER

Child Powerlessness 33.3 33.1 33.2

Child self-esteem 25.0 24.0 24.5

NorMlessness 12.9 13.2 13,0

Societal estrangement 13.7 13.9 13.8

Self-reported deliquency 24.5 26.6 25.7

Last year SRD before running 25.3 27.2 26.3

SRD while running 19.3 22.7 21.2

6

Q

2 4
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Table 17

GLOBAL DIFFERENCES BETWEEN MULTIPLE AND SINGLE RUNAWAYS ON PEER VARIABLES

VARIABLE NAME SINGLE

MEANS

ALL RUNNERMULTIPLE

Number of friends 3.4 3.3 3.4

Time spent 'With friends 3.7 3.8 3.8

Time spent with parents 2.8 2.8 2.8

Ti E3 spent with self 3.4 3.3 3.4

Commitu2nt to peers' 4.9 4.9 4.9

Normativi pressure of
ship group 32.1 33.9 ' 33.1

rt

'1A
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Table 18
GLOBAL DIFFERENCES BETWEEN MULTIPLE AND SINGLE RUNAWAY ON PARENT-CHILD RELATIONS:

CHILD'S PERCEPTIONS

MEAN

VARIANCE NAIL, SINGLE MULTIP ALL RUNNER

Affective reward 10.8 10.6 10.7

Instruml.ntal companionship 8.8 9.1 sr 8.9

Affiliative companionship 9.7 9.7 9.7

Prescriptiyeness 12.6 12.6 12.6

Social Isolation 5.8 5.8 5.8'

Expressive Rejection 9.9 10.3 10.1

Physical Punishment 5.5 5:7 5.6

Protectiveness 8.6 8.6 8.6

Nurturance 9.9 9.7 9.8

Deprivation of privileges 7.3 7.3 7.3

Child power 10.1 10.4 10.2

Achievement Demands , 9.1 9.1 9.1

Affective punishment 9.4 9.4 9.4

Principled discipline 9.1 8.9 8.9

Indulgences 4.8 4.7 4.8

Childs perception of parent
dissatisfaction w 26.4 28.2 27.4

Child's rejection of parents 17.6
o

18.6 18.1

Child's perception of parental
rejection 11.2 11.7 11.4

Differential treatment 20.7 20.6 20.4

Peiceived marital conflict 6.9 7.7 7.4

Battering 4.1 4.1 4.1
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Table 19 Discriminant Analysis to Differentiate Multiple and Single

Runners. Analysis Basd on Both Parental and Youth Variables

Step
No. Variable F-Ratio \D-Statistic

1

3

Attitudes toward school

Societal Estrangement (parent)

Self-reported delinquency
during runaway episode

8.5

5.2

5.3

.95

.92

.88

4 Parental negative labeling
4

4.2 .87

5 Parental achievement demands 3.4 .83

6 Powerlessness (parent) 2.8 .83

Self-esteem (parent) 3.4 .82

8 Grade in English 2.9 .80

9 Deprivation of privileges 2.9 .79

10 Powerlessness (youth) 1.9 .78

14
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4.4 A REVIEW OF THE FINDINGS: TESTING HYPOTHESES

General strain hypotheses

Runaways perceive higher levels of parental rejection than non-runaways.

Runaways from the purposive sample only perceive significantly

greater parental rejection than non-runaways.

Runaways are differentially treated poorly within the family compared to

non-runaways.

Runaways from the purposive sample were treated significantly worse

than their brothers or sisters in comparison to non runaways and

runaways from the probability sample.

Runaways perceive their parents as being less satisfied with their

behavior when compared to non-runaways.

Runaways from the purposive sample perceived their parents to be

significantly less satisfied with their behavior than did non -runs ays

as measured by the youth instrument. The parent administered satis-

faction-dissatisfaction measure indicated that parents in the purposive

sample were significantly less satisfied than parpts in the probability

sample who, in turn, were significantly less satisfied with their

youth's behavior than were parents of non-punaway youth.

Runaways experience more expressive rejection by parents than non-runaways.

Runaways from both samples did experience stgnificantly more expres-

sive rejection by their parents thandid non-runaways. This effect

was significant for both the youthoand parent measures.
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Runaways experience more physical punishment from parents than non-runaways.

Runaways from the purposive sample did experience greater severe

physical punishment than did non-runaways as measured by the child

e

battery scale. The physical punishment subs les administered to both

parents and youth indicated no significant fferences.

Runaways experience more home social isolation as a form-of punishment

than non-rnaways.

Runaways from both samples experienc,ed significantly more social iso-

lation than non - runaways as measured by-the parent instrument. No

parallel effects were found for the youth scale.

Runaways experience more grade failure in school than non-runaways.

Runaways from the purposive sample experienced significantly more

grade failure than non-runaways.,

Runaways have greater disjunction, between educational aspirations and edu-

cational expectations than non-runaways.

No reliable differences were observed on this variable.

Runaways are placed in lower school tracks than non-runaways.

Runaways from both samples were significantly lower in their school

track placement than non-runaways.

Runaways have more frequently repeated grades than non-runaways.

Runaways from thepUrposive sample have repeated school grades signi-

ficantly more frequently than non-runaways.

The disjunction between occupational aspirations and opportunities for

runaways is higher than for non-runaways.

No reliable differences were observed on this variable.

Runaways have a higher disjunction score regarding school involvement than

do :non- runaways.

No reliable differences were observed on this variable.
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HyPotheseregarding weak commitment /integrative bonds

Runaways spend less time on school extra curricular activites than do non-

runaways.

Runaways from the purposive sample spend significantly less time on

extra-curricular school activities than 1nom- runaways.

--------Ilunaways are less interested to being involved in school activities than

are non-runaways.

Runaways from both the purpose and probability sample3asylired sig-

nificantly less for school involvement than did non-runaways,

Runaways have lower educational aspirations than non-runaways.

Runaways from both the purposive and probability samples aspired sig-

a nificantly less for educational attainment than non-runaways.

Runaways have lower occupational aspiratio s than non-rundways.

<s, No reliable differences were observed on this variable.

Runaways hold more negative attitudes' toward school than non-runaways.

Runaways from both the purposive and- pr babilty samples exhibited sig-

nificantly less favorable attitudes toward school than'non-runaways.

Runaways have fewer close friends than nth-runaways.

No reliable differences were observed on this variable.

Runaways spend less time with friends than non-runaways.

No reliable differences were observed on this variable.

Runaways spend less time with parents than do non-runaways.

.Runaways from both samples spent significantly less tiny with their

parents than non-runaways.

Runaways are less committed to peers than are non-runaways.

No reliable differences were observed on this variable.
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Runaways have higher rejection of their parentg ,than non-runaways.

Raways from both the purposive and the probability samples exhibited

significantly greater parental rejection than non-runaways.

Hypotheses regarding family disorganiz ion

There will be a higher inctdence of serious family did% ion in the family

of the runaway as compared to the family of the non-runaway.

There yere more disrupting life events in families of runaways from

the purposive sample than in families in the probability sample of

runaways and non-runaways.

There will be a higher incidence of marital conflict in runaway families

compared to non-runaway families.

Runaway youth perceived significantly greater marital conflict among,.

,their parents than did non-runaway youth. the marital conflict scale

administered to parents indicated no significant differences.

0
The parents of the runaway exhibit higher levels of societal estrangement

than is found among parents of non-runaways.

No reliable differences were observed on this variable.

The parents of runaways exhibit higher levels of powerlessness than is

found among parents of non-runaways.

Parents, of runaways exhibit higher levels of powerlessness than is

found among parents of non-runaways.

Parents of runaways in the probability sample exhibited significantly

higher levels of powerlessness than non-runaways and purposive runaways.

Parents of runaways exhibit lower levels of self-esteem than do the parents

of non-runaways.

Parents of runaways in the probability sample exhibited significantly

lower levels of self-esteem than parents of non-runaways.

.4
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Hypotheses regarding inappropriate socialization

In the family of the runaway there is a higher tolerance of:deviance than

in the family of the non -runaway,

1(:) reliable differences were observed on this variable as measured by

tae Parental Attitudes Against On Deviance scale.

In the runaway family there is a higher toler4nce of deviance in the youth

than in the family of the non- runaway.,.

Parents of non-runaway youth were significantly less tolerant of

their Youth's deviance than were parents of runaway youth ae measured

by the Attitudes' Against Child's Deviance scale.

Ineffective socialization

Runaway families are less nurturant than ate families of non-runaways.

Families of runaway youth were significantly less nurturant than

families of either purposive or probability runaways as measured by

both parent and youth report.

,Runaway families have lower levels of affective reward than do non-runaway

families.

Families of both probability and purposive sample runaways exhibited

lower levels of affective reward than families of non-runaway youth

as measured by both youth and parent report.

Ru away families have lower levels of instrumental companignship than do

non-runaway families.

Families from the probability sample of runaways and non-runaways

exhibited significantly greater instrumental companionship as measured

by both parent and youth report.

114 9
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Runaway families are higher in protectiveness and constraint than are non-

runner families.

No reliable different, s on either parent or youth measures were

observed on this var

Runaway families withhold Ower and autonomy from the child to a greater

extent than do non-runaway families.

NoNFeliable differences on either parent or youth measures were

observed on this variable.

Affective punishment is used in runaway families to a greater extent than

in non-runner families.

Parents of probability and purposive sample runaways utilized affective

punishment to a significantly greater extent than parents of non-

runaways as measured by parent report.

Runaway families make less use of principled discipline than non-runaway

families.

No reliable differences were observed on this variable for either the

youth administered measure or the parent administered scale.

Runaway families are more indulgent than non-runaway families.
(a,

Par,ents.of non-runaways exhibited significantly greater indulgence than

parents of runaway youth in both samples as measured by parent report."

No parallel effects were demonstrated for the youth measure of this

,variable.

Runaways will have more negative labeling by parents than non-runaways.

Runaways felt significantly more negative labeling by parents than

non-runaways.

R6naways will have more negative labeling by teachers than non-runaways.

Runaways felt significantly more negative labeling by teachers than

non-runaways.
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4.5
RUNAWAY .EPISODES: GENERAL COMPARISONS AND AN INITIAL BEHAVIORAL CLASSIFICATION

\ SYSTEM OF EPISODES

A great deal of descriptive data has been compiled to describe the actual

runaway episodes and the events which occur during this period. Within the

framework ofthe, present report we will present the most salient findings and

make an initial attempt to create a descriptive classification of the runaway

4
episodes, Tables 61. to C21 deal with the episodic information. The

descriptions below are based on these tables.

a

A. Parent reported knowledge of episodes

,.

In this first section we deal with the. information provided by parents re-

carding the runaway episodes of their children.

1. Number of known "missing without permission" episodes

Of the total" sample of runaways approximately 50% are reporte&ashaving only

one such -runaway episode. This proportion remains stable across most of the diff-

erent breakdowns for age levels, sex and ethnicicty. Regarding social class,

however, there are more multiple runaways in the loweA social class runaways.

Thirty-one percent of such runaways are reported as having 3 or more episodes.

Seventeen of the total runaway sample are reported as having 3 or more such epi-

'odes. It should be. clear that these data refer only to the 12 month period

prior to the interview.' This indicates that during the last year, at least, only

a minority of the youth can be regarded as multiple runaways.

2.. Was the youth missing "overnight"?

Considering the episode for which in-depth data is available on the full

Sample of runaways, a large majority of these involve the youth being absent over-

night. For all runaways this figure is 83%. There are no striking differences in

the various classes of runaways with the exception that there is a clear trend
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for the younger runaways to, have a lower proportion of episodes 'away overnight'

and for the older runaways to b'E gone overnight. Fifty-four percent of the 10-13.

year olds were gone overnight in contrast to 94% for the 16 plus group.

3. Length of time away (in days

The tables indicate that length of time away clearly varies with the age of

the runaway. Forty-six percent of the 10-13 year olds are back home within 1 day,

25% of the 13-14 year olds are back home in this time, and only 13% of the 16 plus

year olds are home in this time. Overall, about half of all runners are back home

within three days, and about two-thirds are home within a week. A much smaller

number of runaway youth remain away from home for longer periods. In the present

runaway sample, approximately 10% were away for longer than one month.

4. In which month did the runaway leave home,

December is clearly the least favorite month in which to run away. Among the

more favorite months, it appears that June is the most popular. Higher frequencies

than average also occur in March and September. The higher frequency in June and

the locker frequency in December are seen to reappear across most of the different

class, age, sex and ethnic groupings of this data.

5. Parental reaction on discovering the runaway epidosde had occurred

Slightly over one-third of the parents indicate that they did nothing but

wait. There are some interesting differences on this response regarding the age of

the youth. Those parents who have younger children (10-13) are less likely to

wait and more likely to call friends and /or relatives. On-third of the parents

report that their first response was to call the police.

o Another interesting difference is that whereas only about 10% of parents go

out and actively look for their child, if the child is in the younger age bracket,

a higher proportion of parents will go out and search. An important ethnic difference
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stems from these tables. Whereas only 4% of Anglo parents will call relatives,

18% of non-anglo parents will call relatives.

6. How many parents finally report the youth is missing

Around 60% of the probability sample runaway parents do not report their child

as missing. Since the purposive sample was drawn from social agencies including the

police files, it is not surprising that they have a higher level of parent

reporting their child as missing. There are no other clear-cut differences emerging

from this question from the tables dealing with the different age, class, etc.

breakdowns.

7. How many parents sinned a warrant for the youth's arrest

Again the major finding here stems from the differences between the purposive

and probability sample. A much higher proportion of the purposive sample par-

ents have signed a warrant for their child's arrest. The figures are 49% as

against 21% for the probability sample runaways. There were no other clear-cut

differences in the other breakdowns.

8. Did the parent interpret this incident as a "runaway"

About one-third of the parents interviewed did not interpret the incident as

a runaway. There is a clear difference between the probability sample and the pur-

posive sample runaway parents in this regard. Fifty percent of the former did not

think that they were dealing with a runaway, whereas 74% of the latter interpreted

the event as a runaway.

9. lir many parentmhoughtrunning away was against the law

A majority of both the purposive and probability sample runaway glrenta

knew that running away was against the law. The figures. are 60% and 68% respettiveiy

for the two samples. Non-anglo and lowerSSocial status parents are more aware
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that running away is against the law than are Anglo and higher social class parents:

Among non-anglo parents, 78% of parents thought that running away was against the

law.

10. How was the runaway located and returned

About 4 out of 10 runaway youth return on their own. Older Youth have a

higher tendency to return on their own that do the younger aged groups. However,

this figure increases only to 5 out of 10 for the 16 and over groups.

Of those runaways who are located by some other means, the data indicates

that parnts, police, and friends or relatives are the most important means of

locating the youth. These three are about equal in effectiveness in terms of the

proportions of runaways which they locate. Together they account for about 90%

of the runaway youth who do not return on their own.

11. -Distance travelled by the runaway

Over 50% of all the runaways examined in this study travelled less than 10

miles from their homes. -,The distance travelled, however, has a very large range,

with some 7% of the sample travelling distan9.es-of over 1000 miles. There are no

clear-cut differences in the various groups that were studied.

12. Knowledge of, and distance of the intended destination

Only about one runaway in 3 or 4 has a specific intended destination. This is

true for all runaways in the sample and for all of the various breakdowns which

were studied.

13. Interaction with law enforcement authorities as a result of the
runaway incident

About two-thirds of the runaways in this study,reported no contact with'the

police during their running away episode. There are striking differences between

the probability sample runaways and the purposive sample runaways in this regard.
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In gpneral, the purposive sample haso.far more contact with law enforcement per-
,

sonnel 61an does the probability.sample. Since the purposive sample is much larger

than the probability sample and was in part identified through' police

records, the ovelrallisample figures strongly represent the

purposive sample and so perhaps over-represent the amount of contact which

runaway youth have with the police. Only 5% of the probability 'sample,runaways

were arrested (parent report) in contrast to 28% of the purposive sample. A

Majority of Youth who are arrested during the runaway episode end up having to go

to court. In the great majority of'cases where the youth was arrested during the

'episode, the reason for arrest was 'running away° and not any other reason. In

-the purposive sample, 15% of the arrests were for something other than running away.

The various cross-tabulations against age, sex, and ethnicity show few clear-cut

differences. However, one'large difference is that non-.nglo runners have a much

higher proportion. of both being arrested during the runaway episode and of having

to go to court as a result.

B. Youth-reported episode data

In this section we report the/data that were supplied by the youth regarding

the runaway episode (see Appendix B).

1. Number of times gone from home in the last year

The data again_ indicates that a minority of runaways''indulge in more than

three episodes. However, whereas the parent-reported data suggested that the majority

of youth fell into the category of being away from home only once, the youth-

reported data suggests that the largest class of runaway youth fall into the category

of=being awayjrom home two or three times during the preceding 12 months.
4
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2. Month in which the episode takes place

The youth-reported data confirms the major outlines of the partnt-reported

data. One major difference, however, is that the youth report does not'have any
o

°dip' in the number of episodes taking place in December.

fl

3. Where did the youth sleep whilt running away

A majority of runaway youth stay with friends during the runaway SOisode. This

is true for both boys and girls and for all of the other major categories which

were studied. Only about 3% of the runners indicate that they stayed with strangers

`during the night.

4. How located, and mode of returep-7,-..-

The data
o

a

indicate that a majority of the probability sample (67%) of the

runaways return on their own. A slightly smaller proportion of the purposiire

sample indicates they returned on their own. It is clear that parents under-

reported the proportion of youth who ark retyxnAil home by the police. In both the

purposive and probability samples, the proportions who are returned home by the

police are higher than that earlier proportion indicated by parents. The police

emerge, in fact, as the single most important mode of return for those youth who

do not return on their own.

5. Distance travelled

The youth-reported data confirm the major findings earlier indicated by the

parent report regarding distance gavelled.

6. Mode of transportation used by the runaway

About 3 out of 10 runaways in the purposive sample indicate that they hitch-

hiked. This figure is muchliess lin the probability,sample (1%0. In both runner

samples, about 1 in 4 indicate that they already had a ride.
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7. Who did the runaway youth travel with

About,half of the runaway youth in these samples travel alone. This is

true for the age, sex and class, and ethdlc breakdowns. Of those who leave with

friends, a majority (60%) travel with only 1 friend. It is important to note that

in the great maority of cases for both boys and girls, this is found to be a

'same sex' friend (boys 69%, girls 64%).

8. Did the parents report the child missing--and to whom (youth report)

The yout indicate that they believe that they we e reported missing by their

parents in over f of the cases. More girls than boys appear to be reported

missing. The highest social class has a slightly lower frequency of being reported

missing. Consistent with this finding is the finding that the minority groups

N
also have a higher rate of being reported missing.

In those cases where the parents reported the yoth as missing, it is found

that in the overwhelming majority of such cases (around 90%) the report is made to
40'

the'police. Friends account for the highest source to which the report is made

(around 6%).

9. Was the episode planned or spontaneous

The youth indicate that in the majority of cases (around 70%) the episode was

not planned. There' are no large differences between the various sex, ethnic, age

or social classes.

10. Youth reported reasons for leaving home

Arguments with parents, and problems at home emerge as the most prevalent

reasons given by the youth for leaving home. In each case about 50% of the sample

of runaways indicate that these were the reasons for leaying home. These two

reasons emerge across all class, sex, and age lines as being the most frequent

1:57
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I

reasons given by the youth. A much smaller number of youth indicate that reasons

for leaving home included problems -at school (14%), problems with friend. (14%) and

problems with the police (9%). Many youth also indicate that 'personal problems'.

were an'important reason for leaving home (41%).

11. Youth-reported reasons for returning home

Of the 14 reasons given for returning home, there is no marked emphasis upon

any particular kind of reason: All of the different reasons receive some positive

response from fairly substantial proportions of the runaway youth. Among the more

frequently mentioned reasons, the following might be noted:

Concern that parents may be worried - 33%

Too hard to make it on one's own - 33%

Wasn't angry anymore - 36%

Missed parents 36%

Caught by police' 35%

In examining the various age, sex and class breakdowns, a number of.imporoant

differences can be noted. Among the younger runaways, there is a much greater

'readiness to agree to a variety of reasons for coming home, e.g., younger run-

aways have much higher scores than the older runaways for returning homg,because it

is too hard making it on one's on (46%) being afraid (38%), not beinangry,

anymore (54%), missing parents (61%). Among the older runaways, online other hand,

there was a much lower score given for all of the above 'reasons. Older runaways

showed a higher tendency to come home because they were persuaded by an agency' (23%).

In comparing anglo runners with non-anglo runners, there are very few differ-

ences regarding seasons for returning home. However, many more anglos return home

because they nave; nowhere to go than do non-anglos. Additionally, many more anglos

return home because they are pursuaded to do so by agency personnel than do non-anglos

A 5 3
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12. What does tbe runaway take along with him/her for support

The data from this runaway sample indicate thatabout one runaway in four makes

no special preparation for running and takes nothing with him for support. At the

other end of the spectrum of preparedness, 21Z of this sample went prepared

-with clothes, food, and money.

13. What is the usual planned destination of the runaway youth
-;\

Over half of the runaways interviewed in this study who did, in fact, have

a planned destination, indicated that they intended to go to-a friend's house. A

.smaller percentage (around 11%) indicated that they planned to go to a relative's.

About one runaway in 5 who gave a planned destination seemed to be choosing some

'exotic fun' place. These 'exotic fun', places were often very far away and often

were a holiday resort. 0

14. Did the runaway actually reach his destination--and reasor for not
reaching it

Close to 80% of the runaways in the present sample indicated that they

reached their intended destination.

The most prevalent reason given for not reaching the chosen destination was

that the youth had changed his/her mind. This happenedjn more than half bf the

cases where the runner did not reach the intended destination. A much smaller

number Of runner youth had problems with the police, some found that the chosen

place was very difficult to reach (inaccessible), and a variety.of,,reasons dealing

with difficulties of various sorts at the destination (e.g., thought they

would not be welcome or have no place to sleep, etc.). It should be reiterated

that the major reason given was that the youth simply changes his/her mind and

either changes the destination or decided to return home.

0
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15. Major categories of good and bad experiences during the episode mentioned
by the runaways

Of the runaways who mentioned unpleasant experiences during the runaway

episode, the most frequently mentioned experienCe was fear (13.3%). Other bad

experiences mentioned were boredom (7%), police hassles (5%), and bad trips on

drugs (3%).

Among good experiences, the most frequently mentioned involved good 'social

experiences° and more private 'personal-pgychological° experiences.4(19%). This

litter category included a wile variety of growth, awareness, freedom experiences.

A final large category of runaways (29%) simply enjoyed being away from an

unpleasaht home situation.

16. Runaways' general evaluation of their experience while running

About one-third of all runaways in this sample (33.5%) indicated that over-

all, their experiences were 'very bad'; 17% of the runners indicated that their

experiences were 'good', and an equivalent 17% indicated that their experiences were

'very good'.
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4.6
d ATTEMPT TO CREATE A 11144AIT RAL CLASSIFICATION SYSTEM OF RUNAUAY EPISODES

Utilizing most of the behavioral variabcles which have been described in

the earlier sections of this chapter, i.e.; distance travelled, number of

CO anions, planned vs. sudden, mode of return, and on, an attempt was

Pnde to create a behavioral classification system of ruiaway episodes. A

hierarchical cluster analysis was applied to the data from 165 runaways. The

results of this indicated that the great majority of runways clustered into

two large classes. There were an additional three very small clusters con-

sisting of only a handful of runners. Tables C-1 to C-14 describe the
f.

ik
various cluster characteristics which were found.

. Behavioral cluster I (39% of the sample) spontaneous unplanned runaway episodes

These youth runaway in a spontaneous unplanned manner. They generally have

no clear idea of how far they will travel nor what their intended destination

will be. Additionally they have no clear idea of how long they would be gone.

Their intended "time away" was not planned. A majority of these youth were

not at all prepared regarding clothes, money, food, etc. astone might expect fron.

their spontaneous departure. They hav& a higher tendency than most of the

other runaway types to go to a friend's house. Most of them were back home

within a week. They returned on their own, and the police or other social

service agencies we e only minimally involved. In this group of runners there

is a higher than average tendency to "walk", as the means of transportation to

their destination.

Behavioral cluster 2 (4% of the sample) deliberate successful episodes

This small group of runaway consists of older youth who carefully plan

their runaway episode. They are well prepared with food, money and clothing.

They intend to stay away for a long time, i.e., longer thanthree months,

1 bi



155

and, in fact, they do stay away far longer than most runaways. Many of them

organize rides to get to their planned destination, or they hitch-hiked.

They have a higher than average tendency to intend to go to a "fun/exotic"

placeiphere they can have a good time. They appear to be successful in'this

objective since they have a*much higher tendency than other runaways to report

having good social times, and an absence of boredom. They have a high tendency

NOT to return voluntarily. Their parents have.a higher than average endency

to report them missing to the police, and in fact the police are involved to
a

0

a higher degreein returning these youth to their homes than in most of the

other behavioral types here discussed.

Behavioral cluster 3 (17.5% of the sample) temporary "good times" episodes

This tends to be a "running to" group in that the major reason given for

leaving home is a search for "good times" (71%). They have a higher than

average tendency to state that their intended destination is some "fun/exotic"

place. They stay away for about one week and they tend to have a higher like-

lihood of returning'on their own-than most other runaways. They have a

higher evaluatic$n of their enjoyment of the runaway episode than most runaways.

A higher proportion of them state that they had both good social times and

good personal-psychological. experiences. There is,however,a higher than average

tendency to claim that they did not reach their intended destination due to

a change of mind. Additionally many of them are not at all sure whether they

are "running away If or not. Their parents have a lower than average tendency

to report them as missing.

Behavioral cluster 4 (353; of the sample) difficult long term escapist episodes
a

This larger cluster conSises to a large extent of girls trying to escape

from bad home conditions. They clearly'acknowledge that they are running

away" and they have an intention of staying away for a long timel( erhaps six

162
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months). Their parents report them as missing and the police are highly in-

volved in returning the girls to their families. The youth do not return vol-

untarily. 'These youth do not have a high evalualtion of their experiences while

running away and many of. them (42%) indicate that their experiences were "very

bad". Many of them report that there were bad physical conditions which

they had to endure. It should be noted that a fairly high proportion of these

youth made no special prepations for leaving home. A higher proportion of

these youth stay away for two weeks or longer than do most runaways.

1Vhaviocal cluster 5 (4% of the sample) temporary escapist episodes

In this small cluster of youth there is a high level of intention to

run away. However they clearly do not intend to stay away for a long time,

i.e., just a few days. In faFt most of them return home after only three

days. It appears to be an unplea.sant situation at home which prompts these

youth to leave home. They have a tendency to stay with friends (more than most

runners). When their parents are searching for the youth, they in turn have
0

a tendency to check with friends although the police are occasionally involved

in returning these youth to ttieir families.

Conclusion

This episode classification is tentative. It is, however, empirically

based and it can be seen that only two types, i.e., types 1 and 4, account for

over 70% of all the episodes. Further work is required since other

°important variables could be added to this typology.

Much validation work also remains to be done. However, the intuitive reason-

ableness of this initial cla5.5,4.fication encouraged its presentation in this

report.
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4.7 A SOCIAL-PSYCHOLOGICAL TYPOLOGY OF RUNAWAY YOUTH

In this section we pursue the following objectives:

a. Are there distinct 'types' of youth who have a high tendency to

run away?

b. Can these 'types° be identified according to particular patterns,

or syndromes of scores, or certain of the major social-psychological

variables presumed to be 'causally important' to the runaway act?

c. Can these 'types' be accurately differentiated from each other?

d. Can runaway youth be accurately associated with one of these types?

How many cannot be readily classified?

e. What is the relationship between the earlier theoretical typology

of pnaways and the empirical typology generated from the data?

The choir:F. of 'input variables' for the social - psychological typology

Stemming from the earlier theoretical process outlined in Section 2, a

selection of variables was made such that .11 of the major linkages (or causal

influences) was represented in the set of input variables. It is important

that all of the major explanatory variables be represented in this input set

since if a particular discriminating feature is absent, it might result in the

non-differentiation of a particular type of runaway.

In brief, 37 different explanatory variables were utilized in the multi-

variate methods used in lineating these typologies. These variables covered

the following social domains:

1. The family. Variables here cover socialization, control system,

parent-child interaction, social class, negative labelling, parental

deviance, and others.

2. The school. Involvement, aspirations, liking for school, negative

labelling, school success, and occupational aspirations and expecl-

tations were included in this social area.

3. Peers. Number of friends, time spent with friends, normative pressures

either towards conformity or deviance, delinquent behavior of friends,

and commitment to peers were assessed ih this area.

v
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4. P isonal variables. Social alienation is represented by masures
of normlessness, societal estrangement, and powerlessness. Self-esteem,

personal delinquent behavior, and age were also used as input variables.

It apparent that this selection of variables covers all of the major

social arenas mentioned in the earlier theoretical development. T h e

different bonding influences, such as involvement, commitment attitudes, and

socialization forces are
0

also present.

The choice of "validation" variales for the social-psychological typologies

One type of validity of a typology rests in the 'degree to which each

of its types are clearly sepprable on the basis of external variables

which were not included in the actual construction of the typology. If the

'OPes' are shown to have large and significant differences on such external

°criterion' variables, then predictive or concurrent validity can be claimed

for the typology.

In the typological exercises that are presented below, a variety

o I variables were excluded from the actual construction phase of the

typology. In the k-means analysis of the joint runner /non - runner sample, the

variable °runaway' was excluded thus allowing a cross-tabulation to assess the

degree of association between this etiological typology and running away. In

the other analysis dealing with an intra-runaway typology based on the.etio-
.

logical variables, we have cross-scored the emerging typology on a large number

of other social and psychological variables, as well as episode, delinquency

and services data: The set of validation variables is given in the

tables describing each of the types.

A description of the TWO typological exercises conducted in this section

.
In the present section, two typological analyses are described, both.of

4

which havethe objective of clarifying the patterning of causally relevant

variables. These analyses areas follows:
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A. Analysis I: an analysis-of a large "composite sample"

In this study the total sample of both runaways (purposive and probability

sample runaways) ana the'full control sample are deliberately mixed into one
K

large composite sample. During the typology construction, the item dealing

with 'running away' was omitted. Table 20- below indicates the set of

variables which were input into this analysis.

The major purpose of this analysis is to identify highly general profiles which

may have the power to separate runaways from non-runaways. Each 'type' ewer=

ging from this analysis will be cross-classified against the runaway item to

give a runaway score for each cluster. In this way, we hope to identify

those clusters which have high and low levels of runaway behavior.,

B. Analysis II: an analysis confined purely to runaways

In this second exercise we examine purely the 4runaway sample fn order to

6.)

delineate the structures which exist within the runaway population. _Whereas

the above initial exerce will search the.data for general profiles leading

to either runaway or non-runaway, the present exercise will take a much more{1,c,

r)
specific look at the problem of delineating types of runnersc'

O

0
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Analysis I: a seapch for general runaway and non-runaway profiles

The presence of over 300 non-runaway youth in this analysis ensures that

it cannot be regarded specifically as an analysis of runaway types. However,

the mixing of both runners and non-runners in one large analysis should be

especially useful in indicating the kinds of profiles which are associated

with runaway youth in a general sense and should provide an important context

against which the runaway profile can be more readill inte preted. The method-

ology used in this exercise have been outlined earlier (see Section III). Two

trial hierarchcal clustering analyses were run using the Ward method. These

both indicated that the five partition level was associated with strong clus-

tering in the data. The K-means method was then used with k set at 5.

The general profiles associated with runaway and non-runaway behavior

Table* 20 below indicates the standardized and raw scores for each of

the five types which emerged from the K-means analysis of this data. It

is noted from the table that Types 1 and 2 have extremely high proportions

of runaways 56% and 93%)respectively. The other three clusters, on the other

hand, have considerably lower proportions of runaways.

High runaway behavior profiles

Types 1 and 2 exhibit akseries of characteristics which are markedly in

accord with most of the earlier hypotheses concerning the explanation of runaway

behavior. Figure 8 has been included as a device to simplify the presen-

tation of the various profiles. The family, school, peer, and personal variables

which are found to characterize the high runaway groups are presented in this

chart. Their differences with the non-runaway types are noted on this chart.
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FIGURE

A GENERAL ANALYSIS OF THE COMPOSITE SAMPLE (BOTH RUNNERS AND NON-RUNNERS)

DESCRIBING PATTERNS OF VARIABLES LEADING TO 5 CLASSES OF YOUTH

WHO EXHIBIT HIGH AND LOW LEVELS OF RUNAWAY BEHAVIOR

HIGH RUNAWAY BEHAVIOR

TOTAL SAMPLE

Parental tolerance of deviance
Non-nurturant Parent-child

relations
Higher indulgence in parent-

child relations
Higher negative labelling by

parents

Less involvement in school
Less aspiration for involve-

ment
Lower aspiration for school

success
Lower expectations of school

success
Lower occupational expecta-

tions
Negative attitudes to school

More commitment to peers
More time spent with peers
Normative peer pressure

towards delinquency
High delinquent behavior among

peers

Higher normlessness

Higher delinquent behavior

TYPE 1

56% Runaway

TYPE 2

93% Runaway

FAMILY

SCHOOL

PEERS

PERSONAL

LOW RUNAWAY BEHAVIOR

Parents intolerant of deviance
Nurturant relationship with

parents
Lower indulgence in relation-

ship with parents
More positive labelling by

parents
r

More school involvement
Mpre,aspiration for school

involvement
Positive labelling by

leachers
gh educational aspirations

High educational expectations

Positive attitudes to school

Ji

Lower commitment to peers
Less time spent with peers
Normative Peer pressure away

from delinquency
Lower delinquent behavior

among peers

Low normlessness
Low delinquent behavior

TYPE 4

24% Runaway

n o

TYPE 3

8% Runaway

TYPE 5

13% Runaway
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The data indicates a pattern of poor school involvement, lower aspira-

tions and expectations, more negative attitudes towards school, and more nega-

tive labelling. The general runaway orientation also appears to involve a

greater amount of time spent with peers.

It might be noted that there is a far higher level of normative pressure

towards delinquent behavior within the two runaway groups. Finally, the two

runaway groups exhibit higher levels of normlessness as well as higher levels

of delinquent behavior.

Differentiating between the two high runaway types

Figure 9 indicates the features on which the two higher runaway

types can be differentiated. Type 2 suffers from a much more serious family

situation than does Type 1. This involves more physical abuse, more constraints

on autonomy and freedom, more severe levels of differential treatment, more

parental rejection, and more parental negative labelling. The family situation

of Type 1 looks almost good in comparison. The school situation of Ch of

these types is very poor. The two types are consistently different on the

profiles of variables indicating social alien.ation, peer delinquency, self-
4

delinquent behavior, and self-esteem. In each case, Type 2 is more beset with

problems than is Type 1.

Distinguishing features of the three low-runaway clusters

Figures 10 and 11 give further information on the features which

differentiate between the three types which ha e relatively low levels of run-

away behavior. It is again stressed that alb of this information is provided

by Table 20.
O

1.71
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FIGURE 9

DIFFERENTIATING FEATURES BETWEEN THE TWO HIGH RUNAWAY CLUSTERS

FROM THE K-MEANS CLASSIFICATION OF THE JOINT (RUNNERS AND NON-RUNNERS) SAMPLE

HIGH RUNAWAY BEHAVIOR

TYPE 1: 56% RUNAWAYS

______JL

Low physical abuse
Low protectiveness
Higher autonomy

Generally negative

Fewer friends
Average commitment to

peers

Average powerlessness
Average self-esteem
Average soc. estrangement

FAMILY

SCHOOL
(No Differences)

PEERS

(Few Differences)

PERSONAL

02

...,/

TYPE '2: 93% RUNAWAYS
1

High physical abuse
High protectiveness
Low autonomy
High rejection of parents
High perceived par. rej.
High differential treat-
--ant

Generally negative

More
More comm tment to peers
Gredter de nuenc

High powerle'Ssness
Low self-esteem
High Societal Estrangement
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FIGURE 10

DIFFERENTIATING BETWEEN THE THREE LOW RUNAWAY CLUSTERS
FROM THE K -MEANS CLASSIFICATION OF THE JOINT (RUNNER AND NON-RUNNER) SAMPLE:

FAMILY VARIABLES

LOW RUNAWAY BEHAVIOR,

fl

TYPE 4: 24% RUNAWAY

Parents' dissatisfied

Average nurturance

High protectiveness

Little autonomy

Negative parental
labelling

Perceiyed parental
dissatisfaction

High rejection of
parents

High perceived
parental rejection

Lower social status

TYPE 3: 8% RUNAWAY

Parents satisfied

High nurturance

High protectiveness

Little autonomy

Positive parental
labelling

Perceived parental
wisfaction

No rejection of
parents

Little perceived
parental rejection

Little differential
treatment

Higher social status

TYPE 5: 13% RUNAWAY

Parents satisfied

High nurturance

Low protectiveness

High autonomy

Positive parental
labelling

Perceived parental
satisfaction

No rejection of
parents

Little perceived
parental rejection
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FIGURE 11
DIFFERENTIATING BETWEEN THE THREE LOW RUNAWAY CLUSTERS

FROM THE K-MEANS CLASSIFICATION OF THE JOINT (RUNNER AND NON-RUNNER) SAMPLE:
PEER, SCHOOL, AND PERSONAL' VARIABLES

LOW RUNAWAY BEHAVIOR

TYPE 4: 24% RUNAWAY

Negative labelling by
teachers

Average aspirations
(educational)

Average aspirations
(occupational)

High school involvement

Spends less time with
friends

High powerlessness p5'

Low self-esteem
Above average social

estrangement
Female majority
Younger (13.5 yrs.)

TYPE 3: R% RUNAWAY

'ositive labelling by
teachers

High aspirations
(educational)

High aspirations
(occupational) .

1 igh school involvement

iMiw friends

erage time spent with
friends

pends little time
alone
igh peer pressure
towards conformity

ow friends delinquency

Low powerlessness
High self-esteem
Low social estrange-

ment

Younger (1.5 yrs.)

,

TYPE 5: 13% RUNAWAY

,

Positive labelling by
teachers

High aspirations
(educational)

High aspirations.'
(occupational)

Average school involvel
men

Few friends
Spends less time with j

friends
Spends more time alone

High peer pressure
towards conformity

Low friends delinquency

Low powerlessness
High self-esteem
Low social estrange-

ment
Female majority
Older (16.2 yrs.)
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Higher levels of nurturance, high parental satisfactidh with the child,

positive labelling, and an absence of either parental rejection of the
1_

child or child rejection of the parent characterize these groups in which

runaway behavior is lahf.requent. Again, good school relationships and activi-

Dies especially characterize groups 3 and 5 in Oich there is very little

runaway activity. Type 4 appears to be a transitional type between the two

o if

essentially non-runners groups and the two runners groups.

Conclusion to this analysis

The major purpose of this analysis was to examine the joint profiles

associated with runaway activity and with non - runaway activity. The analysis

goes beyond all of the earlier comparisons between xunaways.and non-runaways

in that all of the etiological variables included in this analysis are considered

simultaneously. It is important to note that most of the major hypotheses

laid out in the earlier sections and supported by the ANOVA's in the previous

section are again verified by the present analysis. Secondly, it should be

clear that this analysis was essentially exploratory. Prior to the analysis

there could be no well-specified set of hypotheses involving the set of 35

different etiological variables.

17 5
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Analysis II: a more refineetypology of runaways

The results of the analyses presented in this section afford a more

wholistic portrayal of the runaway phenomenon. The non-runaways are omitted

from this analysis. The sample under study consists of all the runaways from

both the probability and pmuosive samples.

Whereas the earlier analysis successfully identified two general run-

away groups on the basis of common score patterns on the major etiological

influences, it is clear that the high number of non-runaways would serve to

blurr any specific intra-structures within the runaway population itself.

The analysis was designed to separate the more general profilles associated

with running away rather than to provide a specific typological analysis of

runaways. The number of runaways entering each of the five general classes

ranged from 8% to 93% thus indicating the achievement of this general objective

A note on methods used in the present analysis

The input variables again consist of the same 37 variables which were

used in the earlier general analysis. Table 21 below indicates this list of

variables. A trial hierarchical agglomerative analysis was used to indicate

the partition level. The error-sum graph from this analysis indicated that

there was strong typological structure at the 4-partition level. However,

the graph also indicated that at the 7-level there was an increase,in the infor-

mation loss. Consequently, we utilized both the 7 and 4 levels as the choices

for a more powerful K-means iterative relocation analysis. In this method a

trial partition of the sample is 'successively-modified until there is no further

improvement in a classification criterion. Unweighted eylidean distance was

used as the estimate of similarity between cases, and the classification cri-

terion optimized was the sum of the squared within cluster deviations. Both

176
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the 7 and 4 levels gave meaningful analyses. The more specific clusters at the

0
7-level, however, contain more information than do the general clusters at the

4-level. To test whether there was clear separation between the 7 smaller

sub-types, a series of stepwise discriminant analyses were run. These gave

graphical representations of the clusters in discriminant space and also indi-

cated the degree to which cases could be 'readily classified into the typology

using these discriminant functions. The full technical descriptions of this

program are given in the BMD manual (Dixon 1973). Finally, a series of One-

way ANOVA's were used in examining the amount of separation which th4 different

clusters hAd on each of the input variables. Using ANP7A's and simple cross-
.

tabulations, giving contingency coefficients and X2 , most of the other variables

not used in the typology construction were also examined for their separation

on each of the types. This constitubes Ian initial approach to, examining the

concurrent validity of these runaway types.

Results

Tables 21 and 22 indicate the standard scores and raw mean scores for

the 4- and 7- level'-partitions of the K-means analysis of the runaway sample.

In interpreting the meaning of these tables, we will.follow the broad

outlines Of the earlier theoretical taxonomic scheme as presented in Section II.

This scheme makes a division of runaways into three general class-s:

1. Structural strains, socio-economic and educational blockage
2. Personal, psychological or motivational blockage

43. No apparent strains

In examining the 3 and 4 partition levels of this analysis, it is clear that

considerable simplification is involved. Consequently, although we briefly

discuss the meaning of the 4-type level (largely because of its strong type

structures),we will concentrate our analysis on a examination of the more in-

formative 7-type level. 4
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General structure of the 4-type partition

The graph of the error function presented below indicates a major loss

of information following the 4-type partitioning of the runaway sample. We,

therefore, examine indetaii the psychological meaning of the four large

clusters which emerged at this level.*

Error-Sum
of Squared
Cluster
Deviations

(E) '

FIGURE; 12
ERROR-LOSS GRAPH FOR HIERARMICAL;CLUSTERING dv 165 RUNAWAY FAMILIES

70

60

50

40

30

20

10

0

(PARENT-YOUTH DYADS)

0

major error-loss

slight initial
errarTioso

13 12 11 10 9 8 7 6 5 4

NUMBER OF EMPIRICAL CLUSTERS.

3 2

*Technical note: The loss-function and the associated dendrogram (hierarchical

tree) were both generated by the minimum-varianc%hierarchical clustering.

Cluster centers from this analysis were then used as inputs to the more power-

ful K-means method. The K-means method was used in refining the ini-

tial solutions provided by the hierarchical clustering. This procedure was

mooed both at the 4-level analysis and also at the 7-level.

18
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Table 21

Etiological 4-Way Typological Analysis of Runaways
Standard Scores for Each Type-Centroid

A. Family Variables

1, -Parental attitude" to own deviance

2. Life events
3. Marital conflict

4. Parental dissatisfaction
"5. Parental achievement demands
6. Parental attitudes to child's deviance
7. Nurturance
8. Protectiveness
9. Power

10. Indulgence
11. Parental negative labelling
26. Perceived parental dissatisfaction
27. Child rejection of parents
28. PerceiVed parental rejection

Differential"treatment
35. Child battery
36. Social class

'B. School. Variables

12. Schobl involvement
, .

14 Aspiratibn for school involvement
14. Negatillre labelling by.teachers.

15. Educational aspirations -'

16. Educational expectations
17. 6ccrationl aspirations .

16: 0c40-tional expectations
19. Attl6ides to school

-'..

C. Per Variables
-

20. Number of friends
21. Timeaspent with friends
22. Time spent with self
23. Commitment to peers

24. Normative pressure of friends

25. Friends' delinquency

a

179

Type 1 Type 2 Type 3 Type.4

N=47 N=22 N=42 N=54

.1E -.74 .27 -.01

.22 -.66 -.18 .22.

-.16 .01 .07 .08

.13/ -.18 ,.69 .50

.56 -.55 -.03 -.25

.34 -.89 .14 -.04

.13 -.29 .28 -.21

.40 -.22 -.54 .16

.30 .48 -.53 -.05

.04 -.03 -.04 -.05

7.16 -.6 .47

.23 -.20 -.76/ .43

-.63 7.62 .66

.11 -.59 -.58 .60 '''

.08 -.43 -.76 .67

".32 -.43 -.38 :19

-.43 .69 -.01 .10

-.56 al -.40 .17 .52

. -.71 -.57 .37 .57

-.20 -.79 -.21 .66

.72 -.77 ".20 -.47

.68 -.58 .21 -.52

-.11 '.49 -.18 '.03

.05 -.03 .36 -.31

.58 .12 .18 -.69

.19' , .01 -.44 .14

.07 .11 -.11 .02

-.06 -.61 .32 ,05
-.13 -.08 -.16 .27

.34 .60 .21 -.71

-.21 -.82 -.10 .59

a



D. Personal Variables

30. Poverlessness
31. Child self-esteem
32. Normlessness
33. Societal estragement
34. Delinquent behavior
37. Age

Table

173

21 Continued

0

Type 1 Type 2 Type 3 Type 4
N=47 N=22 N =42 N=54

-.02
-.24
-.03
.16

7.30

-.37

-.08
.57

-.38
-.27
-.43
-.09

-.76
.59

-.38
-.48
-.19
.62

..64
-.48
.47

.35

.68

-.13

180
<1.
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Table 21 'above indi tes the social-psychological profiles associated with

the 4 types which are found at this level. Irvbrief, the major features of

these four clas es are as follows:

1.i

1. Younger non-delinquents with family_problems

The data indicates that these youth do not experience serious structural

economic or educational strains. Social class is about average. Their

school situation is generally good. Relationships with parents are not

good and involve the following: over-protectiveness, denial of auto

high achievement demands, physical punishment, and perpeived parental \

, rejection.

2. Lower social class youth - good family felations but high economic /educa-
tional strains

These lower social class youth have generally good relations with

their parents. However, they appear to have' completely opted out of

school in terms of both educational aspirations and expectations. There

is also a high disjunction between occupational aspirations and expecta-

tions. These youth spend a great deal of time with their friends.

3. Older youth with high levels of autonomy

These youth have generally good family relationships although their

parents appear to be extremely liberal providing the youth with 1.rge

measures of freedom and autonomy. The youth, however, are somewhat with-

drawn from school and have few friends.

4. Highly delinquent youth, hicigh strains in both family and school

Relationships in both family and school are extremely stressful in-

volving high levels of mutual rejection and dissatisfaction. Peers are

highly delinquent, and these youth have high normative pressures towards

deviance. They are extremely socially alienated.



175

c-
A note on the overall taxonomic structure of the following analysis

While the above four type descriptions provide intuitively sensible

motivational forces for the runaway activit of each of these major types, our

lYexamination of the higher partitioning le els suggests that the above four types

remain too general in nature, and that some important sub-type differences are

lost.

We now continue this analysis to the more detailed level in which we

examine the nature and stability of the various sub-types. This continuing . ?!..

analysis has suggested that the seven sub-type level is.reliable statistically,

and, at the same time, readily interpretable froma social-psychological point

of view.

A schematic review of the overall runaway typology

To aid comprehension of the following section--since a great deal of

descriptive data is presentedwe provide a preview of the major structures

involved in the social-psychological typology. The most basic division of

the sever types which were found involves the kvl of delinquent behavior of

. the types. There is a clear pattern of variables associated with this

tlifferenc, as indicated in Figure 13.

O
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FIGURE 13
A GENERAL DIVISION OF RUNAWAYS ACCORDING TO SCORE PATTERNS

RELATED TO DELINQUENT BEHAVIOR

ALL RUNNERS

Delinquent Runners

Types 4,5,6, & 7

High normlessness
High powerlessness
High societal

estrangement
High peer delinquency
High normative pressureS

towards deviance
Lower self-concept

Non-delinquent Runners

Types 1,2 , 3

Lpw normlessness
Lbw powerlessness
Low societal

estrangement
Low peer delinquency
Low normative pressures

towards deviance
Higher self-concept

Through examining the detailed data given in Tables 21 and 22

the reader can confirm the above pattern of joint score differences between

the delinquent and non-delinquent runners.

To further clarify the manner in which the seven sub-types are differenti-

ated from each other, we have structured the complete analysis schematically in '

Figure 14, given below.

This diagram indicates that a major division between the types depends on

the presence or absence of severe family stresses. Most of the delinquent

runaway types exhibit such stresses and cluster to the left of this diagram.

The school situation then operates to sdbdivide these two groups with the

three non-delinquent types being separated to the right of the diagram and

uhe delinquent types moving to the left: peer relationships, modeling effects,

and personality variables powerfully'relate to this basic subdivision into

delinquent versus non-delinquent runaways.

183
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Seven types of runaway youth
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6

Table 22 provides standard scores and raw score means for each of the

seven type centroids.

A. Lower delinquency runaways

Although we designate these three sub-types, i.e., Types 2 and 3 in

Table 22 as "lower delinquent runaways", it is clear from the data in Table

.27 and 28 that all of the runaway youth have higher levels of delinquent be-

6

havior than the non-runaway sample. However, these three types are clearly

much less delinquent than Types 4, 5, 6 or 7. The major featdres of the three

non-delinquent types are as follows:

Type 1: Young runaways from stressful families

Boys form 60% of this type. The average age of the type is 13.2 years.

Family Situation.' The family situation of these youths appears to be highly

stressful. Over protectiveness, denial of autonomy to the child, physical pun-

i4tment, deprivation of privileges, expressive rejection, the use of social

isolation as a form of punishment, parental dissatisfaction and negative labeling,

are all at a much higher level than for non-runaways. The life event scale

indicates that this type of family has undergone much family disruption. Par-

ental self-esteem is low, powerlessness and social estrangement are higher than

for non-runaways. Social class is neither high-nor low with most parents of

this grow being placed in the 3 and 4 range of the Hollingshead class index.
0

Surprisingly, the youth in this group do not have very negative attitudes

towards their parents. On scores for rejection of parents, perception of

parents' rejection and child's perception of parental dissatisfaction, these

youth are nearer to the non-runner class than they are to the other runners.

On the other hand, they are obviously aware of the high levels of protectiveness,

18i
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denial of autonomy, and social isolation which is involved in their relation-

ships with their paretns.

School situation. The school sitd2tion is generally good. The youth are

involved, have high aspirations, and have apparently good relationships with

teachers. They like school.

Peer situQtion. These youth have many friends and they spend much time with

their friends. They spend little time alone. The peer group of these youth

is less delinquent than other runaways, but somewhat more delinquent than the

non-runner.

Personality characteristics and delinquent behavior. All of the personality

characteristics suggest that these youth should not be delinquent. They have

good self-esteem and all of the alienation variables are close to the non-

runner averages, i.e., these youth are much less alienated than most of the

other runaways.

Type 2: Middle lass "loners:" a "running to" model

Girls form 60% of group. The average age of the type is 16.3 years.

Family situation. Ther are no sdrious family stresses in this runaway type.

Social class is somewhat higher than for Most other runaways. This is perhaps

reflected in higher parental self-asteem, lower levels of parental powerless-
/

ness and social estrangement. The parents place higher than averagAchieve-

ment demands on these youth as compared to most other runaways. There is not

a large degree of negative labeling (as in the other runaway types) and these

parents appear to have a higher degree of satisfaction with their child. There

is a low level of protectiveness and a higher than average degree of autonomy.
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a

School situation. The school situation of these youth also appears to be

highly satisfactory. They are involved, highly aspiring educationally, and

have high expectations of achieving these goals. They.appear to like school

and are positively labeled by their teachers.

Peer situation. These youth have few friends (compared both to runners and

non-runners) and they spend larger amounts of time alone. Although their

friendship group involves some normative pressures towards delinquency, and

some delinquent behavior, it is not as delinquent as that of most of the other

runner types.

Personality characteristics and delinquent behavior. These youth,have high

self-esteem and are not especially alienated. They have low levels of delin-

quent activity.

Type 3: Autononomous "older" runaways

Both girls and boys find membership in this type. Average age As 16.1

years and social status is low.

Family situation. The family situation of this'runaway type is charac-
k

terized by a high level of freedom and,autonomy for the youth. Achievement

demands and companionship levels are very low, suggesting some degree of sep-

aration between the parents and youth. However, in most respects, the family

relatiotshipsof this type do not involve 'rejection or mistreatment.

School situation. The most marked feature of the school situation of

these youth is the extremely low levels of academic aspirations and aLademic

expectations. On these variables, these youth are not only lower than non-

runners, but 41so lower than most runaways. Additionally, these youth do

not like school.
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Peer situation. Although these youth do not have a very large number of

friends, they spend a great deal of time with their friends. As with Types

]
and 2, although the peer pressures of this group involve more ,delinquent

activity, these pressures are less:flan is the case for the other four runaway

types.

Personality characteristics and delinquent behavior. Self-esteem is near that

of non-runners and levels of social alienation are not high. Delinquent behavior,

although slightly higher than that of non-runaways, fs low in comparison to other

runaways.

B. Delinquent Runaways

The four runaway types, 4,5,6 and 7, which are described in this section

are characterized by a much higher level of delinquent behavior than are the

three types which are described above. The most striking difference between

the two classes--delinquent and non-delinquent--can be seen in the personality

variables. Almost uniformly, the delinquent runners have higher levels of

social alienation and Lower self-esteem. These differences will become obvious

during the following descriptions.

Type 4: Lower social class, high family and school stresses: high delin-

quency and commitment to delinquent peers

Family situation. There is a high level of rejection of the child. in this type.

scores for negative labeling, parental dissatisfaction, expressive rejection,

affective punishment, deprivation of privileges, and perceived parental dissatis-

faction (by the youth) are all significantly high. The child, in turn, has a high

level of rejection for his/her parents. The parents in this type appear set on

controlling the child, since there are high scores for protectiveness, denial of

autonomy, physical punishment and social isolation.
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Social class is low. It is interesting to note that levels of parental

powerlessness and parental societal estrangement are low,while parental self-

esteem is low.

School situation, These youth have low levels of ir7i;rion for educational

success when compared to non-runners. They are somewhat on the outside of

school activities, but have a higher than average desire to be more involved.

Occupational aspirations also are very low. Negative labeling by teachers is

low compared to other runners, but very high compared to non-runners.

Peer situation. These youth haye many friends and,a high level of commitment

to their friends. Paradoxically, they spend a large amount of time by them-

-
selves. This may relate to parental overprotection and control. The peers of

these youth are highly delinquent and the youth experience high levels of

normative pressure towards delinquency.

6

Personality variables and delinquent behavior. Normlessness, powerlessness,

high societal estrangement, and 16w self-esteem characterize these youth. They .

exhibit a high level of delinquent behavior, including: breaking and entering;

beating up on people; petty theft; and truancy.

Type 5: Delinquent girls with highly stressful home and school situations

and strong peer pressure toward delinquency

A majority of these youth are frale (85%)mith an average age of 15.2

years.

Family situation. This differs from the previous type by a bias towards the

middle class. High levels of parental over-protection and denial of autonomy

to the youth are present. Extremely high level. s of parental dissatisfaction,
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parental negative labeling, perceived parental rejection, physical abuse, and

differential treatment indicate a highly unsatisfactory home situation. The

youth's pa'rent rejection score is also extremely high, indicating the anger

of these youth.

3Chool situation. These youth thoroughly dislike school. They have low in-

volvement in school and have minimal aspiration to be involved in school.

Negative labeling by teachers is extremely high and the youth exhibit low

aspirations for educational success and low expectations of achieving success.

Occupational aspirations are similarly low.

Peer situation. These youth have more friends than average, they spend little

time by themselves, and are highly committed to their peers. This peer group

is highly deliriquent and. the youth experience high normatae pressures toward

delinquency.

Personality and delinquent behavior. Exactly the same pattern of personality

variables is seen in ALL of the delinquent runaway types, i.e., high alienation

(for all three forms of alienation measured) low self-esteem and high delin-

quent behavior, e.g., petty theft, vandalism, beating up on other kids, drug

use marijuana Ise,glue-sniffing and alcohel use.

Type 6: High social class, delinquent youth: Stressful, rejecting

family, low school involvement, and high commitment to'.delinquent peers

An equal number of boys and girls enter this type, with an average age

of 15.6 years.

Family situation. The family Situation of this runaway type is also extremely

stressful, characterised by high levels of parental rejection, negative label-

.c>

194



185

ing, differential treatment, parental dissatisfaction, low affective reward,

and a high level of child's rejection of parents.

Social class is high. This is again accompanied by high levels of pir-

ental, achievement demands, high parent self-esteem, and low levels of social

estragement and powerlessness.

An important feature of the family situation of these youth is that high

levels of freedom are graneA to the youth. Scores fot parental protective-

ness and power are significantly low.

School situation. These youth have low involvement in school and little aspira-

tion Co increase this involvement. As with the other delinquent runaway youth

types, these youth are highly negatively labeled by teachers. The youth, in

turn, hold highly negative attitudes towards school.

In contrast to the other delinquent runaway types, however, these youth

have -high educational expectations and high aspirations to succeed education-
,

ally. This appears to be consistent with the higher social class of these

youth. Grade levels are average or above. In regard to occuiwion, however,

these high aspirations do not hold. These youth appear to be distinctly un-

interested in occupational success.

Peer situation. These youth have fewer friends than most youth, while at the

same time having a higher level of commitment to these friends than either non-

runaways or other runaways. They spend more time alone than most youth. As in

Type 5, the peer group is highly delinquent and these youth experience strong

normative pressure toward deviance.

4.1

' Personality and delinquent behavior. This profile follows the same pattern as

that found in Type,5. Among the delinquent acts indulged in by this group are:
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D

joy-riding; vandalism; theft of. $50 or more; use and sale of hard digs; break-

,

ing a,nd entering.

Type 7: Young males with highly stressful horN and school situations and

high commitment to delinquent peers.

A majority of this type of runaway are boy,' (72%). The average age of the
1`).

cluster is 14.0 years.

Family situation., Parental dissatisfaction, low nurturance high negative label-
,

ing, differential treatment, child's rejection4of parents and perceixed parental

rejection of the youth are found'-in this generilly unsatisfactory family sit-

ua.tion.
P

Parental achievement demands are low and there is a high level-Of tolerance

both of the child's deviance and also of the parent's own devIanv. Affective

reward and instrumental companionship are very low, while high expressive re-

jeCtion indicates that the child is in an-emotional "push-out" situation. The

child's responses on the -Bronfrenbrenner scales confirm this extreme rejection.

School -Situation. The school situation of these youth also is evidently dreadful.

It falls below not only the non-runaway, but also below ALL of the other rung
A

away types. They are almost completely uninvolved in school. activities and

have no interest in being involved. They have the most negative attitudes to

school of all the runaway types and have, by far, the highest negative labeling

scores by teachers. Their grade levels are extremely low, and they have low

educational aspirations and expectations. Ocr.upational aspirations are high

and unrealistic, given that ;heir expectations fell well below their aspirations.
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Peer situation. These y-uth spend a large amount of time with their friends and

are highly committed to their friends. These peers are highly delinquent, and

the youth in this type experience strong normative pressure toward de4iant '

behavior.
C.(

Personality and delinquent behavior. Again, the same general pattern of high

social alienation and low self-lesteem is found in this type as.in types04,5 and

6. Among the delinquent acts committed by this group are petty theft, breaking

/"°r1
and entering, beating up on other kidg; gang fights, use of force to get money,

marijuana use, sale of marijuana',,truancy, use and sale of hard drugs, and

liquor consumption.

4
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Testing the typology

A. Concurrent Validity

Tables El-Ell outline the results of a series of one-way analyses of.

variance which were conducted using all of the scaled etiological variables,

including those which had not been utilized in creating the typology.

An examination of these, tables will indicate that numerous statistically sig-
e

nificant differences were fcaul between the types for their Scores on such

valida on variables. A good example is parental self-esteem which reaches

high significance for the inter-type differences. Additionally, all of these

differences appear pp be in line with the various theoretical considerations.

k

B. Statistical Separateness of the Types 0

We additionally examine the degree to which the various types can be differ-
/

entiated from each other by the, use of Or rePwise discriminant procedure.

This provides a useful graphic representation of the typology and

further tests the degre to which the different cases within the sample can be

accurately classified into their appropriate type. This latter procedure

involves probability Calculations for the type membership of each youth, based

purely upon his scores on the input predictor variables (see BMD, 1974). The

probability calculation prograd has no.Mormation regarding thvcorrect-actual

type membership (these procedures hive4been utilized previously to examine

runaway typologies, see Brennan, et. al., 1974).7

First discriminant trial using youth measures only

Table 23a indicates that the most powerfill youth-generated variable in

differentiating betWeen he differept types arq as follows: educational expec-
.

tations; perceived parental rejection; perceive'd parental dissatisfaction; and

self-reported delinquency. In relation to the-earlier schematic diagram' of the-
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differences between the various types, it is clear that these variables would

obvkously serve the basic purposes of differenZiating between runaways..who

have stressful versus non-stressful family situations, and between -runaways

who have good and bad school situationS,-andeinally bvLv,den runaways whohLe-

a high level of delinquency and those who have a low level of delinquedcy.

Ch

Table 23 a

Stepwise Discriminant Analysis to Differentiate Between, Seven Types of

Step
No.

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

5?-8

I

10

34

.

.Youthful Runaways: Youth Variables'Only

% Correctly

Variable' - F-Ratio U-Statistic Classified

Educational Expectations 33.1 .44 "21.8

Perceived Parental
Rejection 25:1 21 49.1

Perceived Parental
Dissatisfaction

Self-reported Delinquency

9.2

8.0

.17

..,

.13

57.0,

62.4

Power- 7.2 .10 67.9
, r -

Powerlessness 5.9 :08 70.9

Affective Reward 4.4 .07
/

,
tr

75.8

--Child Battery 3.8 .06 78.2

Expressive,Rejection 3.4 .05
-

76.4

Aspiration for School
Involvement 3.1. .04 78.8

.

Principled Discipline .20 .011 92.1
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Regafding the correct classification of the youth into their appropriate

I
types, an examination of the table given above; shows that there is a very

rapid increase in Che numbers of youth correctly classified with each successive

variable that is added. With only five variables utilized, nearly 70% of the'

sample is correctly classified.

The scatter diagram,given below, indicates the plot of the seven types

,i4a/the space of the first two discriminant functions. The genera ,.separation

of types 1, 2 and 3 (non-delinquent) from.types 4,5,6 and 7 (delinquent) can be

seen.

Figure 15

Scatter Plot of Seven Runaway Types in Discriminant Space:'
Using Youth Variables Only
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Second discriminant trial: Using parent measures only

Table 23b indicates the most effective parental measures in differentiating

between the seven etiological runaway types. Onle notices immediately that the
0

percentage of correct_ckass'ification using only parent variables is dramatically

lower than for the youth variables alone or for the use of Parient and youth

measures jointly. After the first and best ten parent measures were empirically

selected for the descriminantlunction, the level of correct classification

into the seven types reached only 52..1 %, The corresponding ten best youth%

I'measures produced a 78.8% level of assificatory accuracy. The ten empirically

best measures drawn from both parent and youth variables produced on 82.4% Level'

of classificatory accuracy. It is clear t parental measures alone fall far

short of the goal of separating runaways into their seven etiological types,

O

.10
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6
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TaWe 23b, °
Stepwise Discriminant Fulaysis to Differentiate Between.Seven

Typeof Youthful 1IfInaways: Parent Variables .Only

Step
No. Variable

a

F-Ratio U76tatistic

% Correctly
Classified_

1 Protectiveness 12.4 .68 23.6% ,

Parental Achievement 7.1 .53 36.4%

Demands

3
Parental Negat.ive Labelling 7.3 .42 42.4%.

4 Power 4.1 .36 41..2%

. .

Indulgence 3.5 .32 43.6% .

6 Self-esteem 2.5 .29 45.5%

7 Societal Estrangement 2.4 '.26 46.1%

8 Parental DissaA'sfaction ,2.5 .2.4 47.3%

9. Affective Companionship 2.4 .22 146.7%

10 Life Events 2:0 .20 52.1%

-25 Principled Discipline 0.2 .11

1,99

),
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Second -discriminant trial: Usinga joint set of-youth and parent variables

Table 23c below indicates the results of a similar analysis using a joint

set of youth and parent variables.' The results are remarkably similar with the

same basic differentiations being made--ie family stress, school stress, and

self- reported delinquency. Social class Would obviously enter inn the discrim-,

inations that are being made due to its correlation with certain of these variables.

Again, it can be noted that there is,a rapid increase in the percentage of
1

youth correctly:classified with each addittcm to the stepwise analysis.

Step

No,

1

2

'3

4

5

6

7

8

9

- 10

Table 23c '

'Stepwise Discriminant Analysis of Seven Youthful Runaway Types:

Based on Joint Scoring of Youth and Parental Variables

O

Var.

4r

X Correctly

No.' Variable F-Ratio U-Statistic Classified\f

36 Educational Expectations 33.1 '.44 21.8

65 Perceived'Parental
Rejection 25.1 -4> .23 49.1

17 Protectiveness (parent
percep,tion)

,11.7 .16 58.8

72

63

Self-reported Delinquency

Perceived Parental

9.0 .12 63.6

ro

Dissatisfactidn 7.8 .09 L . 69.7

68 'Differential Treatment 6.5 .07 31.5
U

39 Occupational Expectations 5.4 .06 74.5

25 Parental Negative
Labelling 4.2 .05 77.0

58 Power (youth perception) 3.4 .04 81.2

8 Parental Achievement
Demands 3.2 .04 82.4
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The classification matrix at the 10th step of the analysis indicates that

o
82% of sample has been correctly classified: This serves tb reinforce the

degree of separateness of the various types.

4 . J

Table 24
Final Classification Matrix Using 10 Variables

Actual Type
Membership Membership Generated by Discrilpnant function

1 2 3 4 5 6 7

'

1 14 1 1 2 '0" 2 0

2 0 15° 0 0 0 0

3. 1 1 30 3 0 1 3

4 2 0 1' 16 1 1 0
. "`, 1,,

..4

5 0 0 0 "' 1 19 0 1

6 1 1 0 2 0 23 1

0

7 0 10 1 0 0 1 .19
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F-
Third discriminant' trial: Separating Types 3,4 and ;5 od youth variables only

Further work was done to examine the degree of separatiOn between the runaway

types in more detail. Table 25 indicates that with only six variables,

, Types 3,4 and 5 cduld 444 easily separated-(see the scatter plot below) and that

86Z-o the youth involved could be correctly classified.

Table 25

Stepwise Discriminant Analysis to Examine the Separation

of Three Lower Socio-economic Runaway Types: Using Youth Scales Only

Step

No.

Var.

No. Variable - F-Value U7-Statistic

T Correctly
Classified

1 68 Powerkssness (youth), 46.23 .46 67.9

65 Parental Rejection'
(youth perception) 15.31 .33 74.1

3 63 Parent*D15satfsfaction
(youth perceptiOn) 12.01 .25 83.9

4 35, Educational Aspiration 8.00 .21 85.2

5 72 Self-reported Delinquency 7.52 ° .17- 84.0

6 52 Social Isolation 7.04 .14 86.4
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Fir,,ure . 16

Scatter Plot of Three Runaway Types l Discriminant Space

Analysis Based on Youth Variables
A
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Fourth discriminant tri.4: Testing the separation between Types 1,2,6 and 7

Table 26 given below, indicates _that with only six variables there

is an 87% correct classifidation of the youth involved in these four types

of runaways. .

The scatter plot on the following page indicates the qeparation between

these types.
0

Table 26
Multiple Stepwise Discriminant Analysis of. Four Runaway, Types

Using Youth Variables Only

Step
No.

Var.

NQ.

1 36
d

2 64

3, 72

4 70

5 58

-

FRatio U Statistic
% Youth

Correct. Class.

Educational Aspirations
o

- 36.65 .43 46.4

Child's RejectiOn of Parents 16.95 .26 61.9

Selfreported Delinquency 13.80 .17 71.4

Normlessness (youth) 7.46 .13 75.0

Power (youth'report) 7.47 , .10 86.9

0

2(A
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Figure -16
v

Scat!er Plot of Four Middle7clasS Kunaway Types
Using Youth Variables Only -
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Relationsh6 .etween the theoretical typology and the empirical typology

The majo causal implications within the theoretical taxonomy have b

shown by t + empirical analysis to be powerfully associated with runaway

activity. Family stresses straddle both the delinquent runaway
111

classes a d the lesser delinquent runaway types. Modelling opportunities--

as assessed by friend's delinquency, and normative pressure towards deviance--

additio ally enter the empirical typology as important discriminating features

betwe the delinquent and non delinquent runaways.

R ghly delinquent,dower social status runaway type were found in the empiric

al sis. This confirms the postulated "delinquent runner" groups of the

the retical typology., The further sub-division into conflict and criminal

ad ptations is not clear, however, from the empirical analysis. Type 1 ap-

ars to fit the "escapist" model as proposed in the theoretical typology.

ere are two/'additional non - delinquent empirical types (i.e., types 2 and 3)

hich fit aspects of the "running to" theoretical paradigm. -Numerous incon-

sistencies, however, can be noticed, e.g.type 3 has a higher level of_delin-

quent behavior than ifight be expected. These analyses indicate that

the separation of the sub-types may depend on a more detailed knowledge of

the personal motivational characteristics of the youth.

A very detailed analysis could be possible, at the level of the individual

empirical and theoretical types. Since the major postulates of the theore-

tical typology are largely supported by the empiricar.analysis yre will not

explore the innumerable contrasts that could be made between these real and

ideal types, A general observation, however, is that the empirical results

indicate a much more complex inter-lockipg of the various influences. The-parsimon-

ians theoretical separation made in the earlier section seems unrealistic in
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the light of the empirical typology.,

Utilizing the 'episodic classification, is possible to see the basic

division of "non-radical adventure", "autonomy' and "escapist" runaways.

This episodic classification usefully augments thesetiological ypology in

regard to clarification of the specific motivational features for running

away.

0

ta
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4.8 THE DELINQUENT BEHAVIOR OF RUNAWAYS, NON-RUNAWAYS, AND DIFFERENT TYPES OF RUNAWAYS*

An impoeflant aspect of ,the present research has been to exatine the patterns

of delinquent behavior which are to be found associated with runaway youth.

There is Interest in knowing, the degree to which$tich runaway youth are either

more or1ess delinquent than youth who do not run away. There is further in-

terest in knowing the extent of delinquent behavior before and during the actual

runaway episode. Finally there is an interest in knowing the degree to which'

different kinds of runaways can either he seen as highly delinquent or not

delinquent. A further aspect of this work n the cqpcomitant patterns of

delinquent behavior deals with whether thos youth who run away'only once are

either more or less delinquent than those who have.admitted multiple runway

episodes. It should be noted that there may be several types of runaways each

of which may show a different pattern of delinquent behavior'. .These distinctions

are obscured by the global comparison of runaways vs.-non-runaways described in

the earlier sections. I

Comparisons between runaways and non-runaways regarding delinquent activity

Table 27 below indicates the frequency with which a variety of different

behaN)iors are committed by youth in these basic classes. A striking pattern

of differences emerges from this analysis.. On petty theft, vandalism, heating

up on other people, gang fighting, joy riding, all forms of drug taking, and
4

drug sale, the runners emerge as being far more delinquent than do the non-

runners.

*While the delinquent activities which comprise the measure nf general delinquent

behavior vary in seriousness, the reliability of the total scale (see page 79)

is,higih enough that one fbay assume with confidence that the items vary together.
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1

Delinquent behavior during the actual runaway episode

Table 27 again indicates the delinquent activity ';...1:h4ch occurred during

the runaway episode. It can be seen that although the frequency of the com-

mission of different delinquent behaviors is not as high as it was for the 12

month period prior to the episode, it t. still very high in comparison to that

of non - runners.

Specifically, taking a car without the owners permission, all forms of drug

use, and sale of drugs are far higher than for the non-runaway sample. When

it is realized that this comparison 'is being made for a time period which may

only be a few days ascompred to a time period which is of 12 months duration

it can be appreciated that the runaways are'involyed in a high rate of commission

of delinquent acts during the actual runaway' episode.

Dglinquent behavior of the different etiological types of runaways

The section describing the typology of "runaways according to patterns of

etiological acteristics has established that different levels ofdelinquent
A

activity are asso iated with different etiological types. these differences

in delinquency were shown to be associated with distinct levelsof social

alienation, peer delinquency, and normative Pressure from peers towards delinquent

activities. Table 28 indicates the frequency with which different,8elinquent

activities are committed by the seven different runners types.

Type 1, 2 and 3 are considerably less delinquent than the remaining types

4, 5, 6 and 7. It can be further noted that types 1 and 2 are not murCh more

delinquent than the non-runaways. Type 3 is more delinquent than the non-

runners but at the same time is sufficiently lower in delinquent activity as

compared to high delinquency runaway types, that on balance, we prefer to

classify it as a "low-delinquency" runaway type 3.

fr
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Delinquent behavior of the behavioral episodic types

Table 29 in this section provides the profiles of delinquent actievity

of the five episodic types. Although it is clear that all of these profiles

are much higher in delinquent activity than the non-runners they all have

.high levels of delinquent activity. Type 4 (difficult long-term escapist-girls)

has a soaewhat lower level of 'delinquent activity than the other and episodic .
erl

types. Type 2, on the othell_hand (deliberate, plapned episodes), has a much

higherlevel of delinquent behavior--including theft, use of force to get

money, car theft, breaking and entering, and go on.

Delinquent behavior of multiple and single timd runaways

Table 29 continues the description of the delinquent behavior of runaways

by contrasting single and multiple runaways with non-runners: Two immediate

conclusions can be drawn from this table. Firstly, the multiple runners are
4

much more delinquent than the single time runners. This is true for ALL of

the behavior listed;in this table. Secpndly, the single time runners are much

more delinquent than the non runners. This is an'important finding since the

dichotomy of single 1ersus multiple had been mentioned earlier by Shellow et. al.

(1967) in suggesting that the single (occasional) runners were essentially

gllilar to ordinary youth in contrast to a multiple-runner type who was highly

delinquent. The prgsent table confirms Shellow's conclusion regarding the

high delinquency of'ehe multiple runner. On the other hand the present research

suggests that single-time runners (as a class) are also fa ly delinquent.
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4.9 SERVICES

Use of and satisfaction with existing services

The frequency of use of various agencies and sources of help by runaways

and their families are given in Tables to 1-16. sThese tableA -also

indicate the degree of helpfulness of these sources as experienced by the

family member who used them. A summary of the overall usage Ora ascribed

helpfulness is given in table 30

The "other categories include several infrequently used sources of help,

usually unique to only a few cases. These inclp.de lawyers, citizen band radio clubs,

and various:Aocal activity and social groups, The_reasons parents seek help are the

following: aid in locating youth, p-Q0dessionsl counseling, and non-professional

advice. Help was sought from the various sources based on the parents perception'

of their ability to meet these nee
tot

Youth sought help in order to find a place

to stay, to seek advice and to obtain professional counseling.

Thia folloWing tables indicate that of parents, help was sought moat

commonly by mothers or both parents jointly. For most sources of help, the

mean helpfulness score lies in the not especially to somewhat helpful range, thus

indicating a medium level of satisfaction with the felt helpfulness of the

various sources. The actual range of helpfulness responses for, the various

sources runs from not helpfUl at all to very helpful, and the counts for

particular sources can be obtained by examining the tables. The most commonly

used sources of help utilized by parents are social service agencies, police,

relatives-frieuds, and schools; in that order.

The sources of help most frequently used by youth are relatives-friends and

social service agencies. Relatively few of the runaway youth made use of any

other services either before, during, or after runaway episodeg. As with parents,

youth gave mean helpfulnessscores in the not especially to somewhat helpful

range for most sources.

2 4
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TABLE 30 SUMMARY OF USE AND SATISFACTION WITH ,EXISTING SERVICES

.
-.Parents Youth

Number of Times Mean Number of TIes Mean
Used : 'Helpfulness Used. Helpfulness

Relatives-
Friends 100 3.8 122

Police 141 3.5 ° 0 12

School 75 2.8 , 18

Mi anister, Pest, I
-

bbi
...

45 3.9 5

Runaway House '

social Service

12 4.1 ' 12 0

Agency 178 3.9 71

Doctor -M.D. 22 4..4 5

Psychiatrist 27 3.8 - 18

Other 85 3.7 31

4.3

3.75

4.2

3.3

4.1

3.3

2.8

3.8

o 0

Helpfulness Scores

5 - Very 1-,Alpful

4 = Somewhat helpful

3 ,== Not especially helpfill

2 = Not helpful

1 = Not helpful at all

z

,o

ro-

C.
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Requi sts for other services

N-,

able. 31 presents the frequency with which various services not

currently available (as defined by respondents) were reqdested by both

parents and youth. The "other" categories contain a myriad of different,

requests, often not directi related to the frIpvision of services. Requests

for "phone numbers of youth's friends", "unprejudiced teachers", "a tough

judge who will put kids In juvenile hall", providp examples.

The most striking observation in table 31 is the preponderance of

requests for services which might be placed under the general ruberic of

"family counseling". Placing family, psychiatric, and crisis counseling

under this heading, 48% of all requests for services by were for

family counseling, and-4I% of all youth requests are for similar services.

If the "other" categories which contain many answers not directly related to

services, are omitted, these percentages are 70% and 58%, respectively.

Importardly, many of these requests are for serViCes'prior to the first

runaway episode, efius indicating an early awareness on the part of both parent

and youth of problems or difficulties for which help ostensibly would be

4

sought, if it were available. In this regard, it should he noted that some

parents and a few youth have asked foraffOrdable services, which; based on

the list given by respondents implies affordable family counseling. This

request for affordable family counseling is, perhaps, the strongest finding of

the services dee,. Along with these requests,'several parents indicated the

need for a referral source to aid them in locating such services. A,well ad-

vertised refeEyal service might thus be considered a part of needed family

counseling services.

The second most frequently requested service is for well advertised

%
runaway shelters. While youth requested this service more often than parents,

both expressed a need for such shelters. The relatively low use of the one

2 6
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runaway house in the area of Colorado Sampled, as shown in th-e- use of. existing

services data, is indicative, perhaps, of the need of advertising,as well as

providingprunagay sh

The las6major request for saivices comes from parents only and ice-

s\

quests a greater effort by police to Locate missing youth. While a majority

of parents felt that police had been somewhat to very helpful, as can be

seenin the useofservi4es section, a good number felt that only minor efforts

to locate their child had been initiated by police. Based on interviewer

reports, these parents felt very strongly about the perceived- lack of

police involvement.

<2,

2 b 7
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Section 5: Feasibility
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5.1 INCIDENCE /ESTIMATION

An important initial step in the estimation of the incidence of runaway

through a survey of households is the correct identification of those house-

holds which contain a runaway. Such entification depends on two

factors. First, what question or qestions are to be asked to locate runaway

youth and second, which member of a household should answer these questions.

The definitional problem depends, in part, on determining for exactly what

type of behaviors incidence estimatesaredesired. This matte is discussed

in the recommended questionnaire section. In determining whi family member

should be used as a respondent, the results from this current study provide

some information. In the following, these result are outlined. It is assumed

that an adult in each household of the'selected sample would be contacted to

determine the presence of 10-17 year old youth. The respondents referred to

below are thus the respondents within youth households.

Parents as respondents

The use of parents as primary respondents for a survey examining runaway

reqUires that their responses about whether one of their children has run away

be valid, that they be knowledgeable about the runaway episode, and that they

be willing to provide episodic inforMation to an interviewer. In this current

study parents were both knowledgeable and willing to provide information-

about runaway episodes, although youth respondents were able to provide
%

more detailed episodic information. The validity of the parent response for

the original identification of runaway is, however, questionable. Within

the class of serious runaways contained in the probabili6r.sample, in four of

the 28 cases parents denied that any of their children had been gone from home
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1-their permission. Within the parent-xontrol youth runaway class, 20

of the 45 runaway cases were not admitted by the parent. Since the discovery

of this invalidity comes from the control sample, which is itself only a

sample'of those households where parents denied thalt their children had been

gone from home without permission, the actual error rate from parent report

is likely to be even higher than that indicated by the above figures. /This

relatively high rate of false negative parent report of runacr,'indicates

that using parents as the primary respondents in a survey designed to measure

the incidence of runaway where runaway is based on an eight hour criterion,

could lead,to quitejnaccuratG estimates.

It could be argued that it is not the parent but the youth in the control

sample that provided erroneous reports. Examination of the "control-runaway

youth" characteristics, however, indicates that these youth are spread out

across both age and'ethnic categories. Thus, it-is not a matter of reports

from only younger youth, from whom reports of trivial absences have been

e'aggerated, nor does it result from a viewpoint taken by a particular ethnic

group. Furthermore, the interviewers', impression of those control youth res-

0

'pondents, who stated that they had runaway, was that the youth had been open

and honest (cases where there was serious doubt as to the honesty of the re

spondents are not included in the frequency of false negative parent repo as

given above).

Based on these findings, it appears that-at least for runaway based on an

eight hour criterion, parent report of runaway, by itself, should not be used

for the identification of households which contain a runaway.

2 2
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17

Youth as respondents

Another option for the choice of primary respondent would be a youth of

a selected household. In the current study, whenever a parent indicated that

there was a runaway, if the youth involved was interviewed, he confirmed the

parent report. Since youth reports, would also decrease the number of false

negative reports that would be obtained f,rom parents, using youth as primary

respondent might result in more accurate estimates of the incidence of

runaway. Youth reports, as opp906d to parent only reports, would also provide

(
more detailed information about runaway episodes.

As cancan be seen in Table 6B of the methodology sectionpuwithin the confines

of those parents willing to participate in this study, no parent refused

pe r I ssion to interview his or her child. Thus, parent refusal to allow

youth to be interviewed does not appear to, be a significant problem.

Using youth as the primary respondent presents some logistical problems,

however. The experience of this study indicates that it is often more difficult

to find a youth at home, and a good deal of effort may be required to obtain

P

a youth interview. In addition, some youth will not be located.

runaway sample of this study, in 5 of the 28 cases the youth

the erious

s unavailable

and could not be interviewed, and in the parent-control youth sample 1

additional such case was encountered (see Table 6B). Other logistical problems

include the necessity of gaining pent permission to interview a child when

rthe parents, are not themselves interviewed. This situation may affect the re-

fusal rate, since parent-interviewer rapport would not be established. Also,

a youth may not be able to reliably report on the activities of his siblings,

especially when the youth is in the 10 -13 year old age group. Thus, an inter-
_

view with all or a sample of youth in a selected household may be required.
k.

23
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If a choice between parent only or 'outh only respondents must be made,

the answer depends on the exact definition of runaway employed. The high

rate o false negative parent report in the less stringer parent-control youth

definition would suggest using youth as respondents. The more restrictive,

serious definition, on the other hand, would favor using parents. This latter

choice being wade on the basis of the little difference between the number

of parent false negative reports, 4, and the number of non-available youth,

5, and the decreased logistical problems when parents are interviewed.

Q In sum, neither parent or youth, by themselves, would act ap ideal

respondents, but based on the definition ,,,of runaway employed,-a choice'between

them could be made.

If youth are to be the primary respondents, one might wonder if a dif-

ferent sample, say for example, a sample of schools (rather than households)

might prove more efficient in terms of interviewing time and cost., Experience

indicates, however, that survey researchers are often not granted access to

schools. Further, some runaways will be found in alternative schools rather

than in the main,achool system. For these reasons, and bec se parental

Jnformation is imrrtant, a survey of households would seem preferable.

4

Parents and youth as respondents

Perhaps a more desir e selection of respondents is to allow both a

Parent and the yopth of Aelected household to be interviewed. Several
}x ?

structural possibilities 1 .

First, tine general fott- f this current study could be duplicated. In

.T7

this case incidence estimation would result from drding youth households

into two classes -- a parent report of runaway class and a non-runaway (based

on parent report) class. This latter class would then be subsampled to deter-
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mine the incidence of runaway within it. This stratification and subsampling

of youth households would all estimates of the total incidence of runaway

to be calculated:

A seconcylpproach would be to interview a parent and one or a sample of

youth from each selected household, with the identification of runaway beAg

determined by any of the interviews. This ,approach would help alleviate the

proble MI a of false negative reports by parents and of unavailable youth.

Alternative approaches involving both parent and youth intervaws could

also be devised. For example, youth might be interviewed only in those

youth households where parent denied the existence of a runaway.

all of the above cases, the parent interview would be used to collect

demographic information, identify runaways, and obtain runaway episode infor-

mation, and to the extent that social-psychological explanation of runaway

is to be explored, obtain the parents'view of the parent-youth dyad. The

youth' interviews would provide an additional basis for identifying the

existence -of runaway and provide information about runaway episodes and per -
4

sonal social-psychological information.

In co anyi aring these procedurt.s involving both parent and youth interviews

it should be noted that in the first, the youth in every youth household would

not have to be interviewed, but 6 greater sampling error would be encountered.

In the second and third options a larger number of youth would have to be

interviewed, resulting in increased logistical problems. If constraints on

time and resources are not too stringent, the second alternative Would, Perhaps,
o

be preferred.

Choice of respondents: Synopsis
4

Table 32 presents an abbreviated Overview of the considerations involved

2 5
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0

in the choice of respondents. As-the table indicates, which respondent is

most suitable is dependent, in part, on the choice of a definition of runaway.

If an eight hour criterion is used, either youth only or parent and youth

respondents are required. Ifla 24 hour criterion is employed, the use of both

parent and youth as respondents would more accurately identify households

that contain a runaway.
,

The correct identification of "runaway households" is not the only factor

to consider, however, accuracy needs to be balanced by both time and cost.

The inclusion of youth in an Interviewing procedure adds to both the time

and cost of a survey. Parental permission to conduct an interview with a youth

/

should be obtained, and thus at least two contacts with any one sampled house-

hold are required. Youth are also more `difficult to contact. Most you5hare

in school for a good part of the day, and in addition are frequeriiiy involved

in activities away from the during other parts of the day. Thus, the

time periodS during which youth can be contacted are quite small, in com-

parison to such periods for patents, and a greater time span for the 1rvey

0

(or an exceedingly greater number of interviewers) is required. For th se

reasons and because (1.) for the 24 hour runaway criterion, parent or,yl and

youth only provide approximately equal accuracy in the idenfication of runaw

households, (2.) asking parents afew questions does not result in a silbstaiskial

increase in cost since they must be contacted in any procedure, and (3.) a

higher refusal rate may be encountered for a youth-only procedure since parent-

interviewer rapport would not beOtablished, the use of only youth as respondents

is highly questiOnable.

If youth only as a choice of respondents is ruled out, the parent only

and parent and youth options remain as viable alternatives. In selecting

between them accuracy, time and cost, and the purpose of the survey need to
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be considered. For a definition of runaway using an eight hour criteriop

or for a study examining the etiology of runaway the use of both parents and

youth as respondents is rec9Mmeadedl- The- -error rate based on parent report

only for the eight hour definition and the importance of both parent and

youth data in understanding the runaway phenomenon motivate this choice.

In a survey designed only to estimate the incidence of runaway and which

employs a 24 hour defitional criteria, the choice between parent only and

parent and youth respondents is more difficult. Using both parents and

youth results in greater accuracy, in terms of the correct identification

of "runaway households". The use of parents only, as noted above, simplifies

survey procedures. Based op the 1 in 7 error rate observed in this study,

the overall incidence estimate based on parent report is likely to be

around i% in error (assuming the parent report estimate isY87. or less), in

comparison with the more.accurate parent and youth.report. Thus, since the

use of parents only has the advantages of requiring ,only one contast per

household, of the greater ease in finding parents at home, ad of using one

respondent who can more or less reliably report for all youth in the house-

hold, unless very precise estimates of the incidence of runaway are de4ired,

the use of only parents as respondents would be more appropriate. If a large

study employing the'24 hour definitional criterion was to be conducted, the

use of parents as respondents has the additional advantage of allowing a greater

number of households to be interviewed for a fixed cost, thus compensating

for the loss in accuracy due to the misidentification of households.

If a study is., for the most part, concerned with estimating the incidence

of runaway and is willing to adopt a 24 hour definitional criterion, the use

of only parents as respondents thus provides a reasonable choice7 . The use of

a 24 hour as opposed to an 8 hour criterion is discussed in the recommended

questionaire section.
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Use ok official data

Based on the findings of this study, the use of police reports of .01

runaway as estimates of the incidence of runaway is rather inaccurate. As

indicated in the results section, within the sample of this stuk-Only 60%

of the serious runaway cases were reported to the police. The total in-

cidence of runaway according to police reports accounted for 84% of the

estipnted number of serious runaWay cases and only 41% of the esti

number of runabays.

r

d

Although a correction factor might be applied to official reports to

provide more accurate estimates, it is unlikely that a uniform factor appli-

cable throughout the country would l found. Also, as documented in this

study, official counts of runaway are not available from all.areas. Thus,

some alternative approach to the measurement of-the incidence pf runaway,
Q

such as a survey of households, is required.

Effect of the low estimated incidence on a national study

0

The result section- indicated that, based on parent report of serious

runaway ep,&odes, approximately 4% of youth households contained a runaway,

and the less strict requirement of the combined parent-control youth report

resulted approximately in a 7% estimate. If it is desired that a study

examine more than the simple incidence of runaway, e.g., the etiology or

detailed classification of runaway episodes, this low incidence may be

problematical for some purposes. Unless a relatilrely large household sample

is utilized, there may not be sufficient numbers of runaways, encountered to

allots adequate description of the variation of etiological and episodic types

nor to allow sufficiently precise estimates of the incidence of these types,

especially forseparate regions of tie country. For example, assuping that

24% oVhouseholds contain youth and employing a 24 hour definitional criterion,

(11 om

6-.10

0

4
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a 209000 household national sample would be expected to Tcounter only 200

or so runaway householdS and a 409000 household sample would encounter approx-

imately 400 such households.

%
In addition to the concern for sample size, the use of a nation-Ll prob-

ability sample for the detailed examination of the etiology, of runaway
O

behavior or of runaway episodes raises issues of time, cost, and survey

complexity. The increased complexity of a survey designed to study the

etiology of runaway ("including longer interviews, the interviewing of both

parent and child, the greater amount of interviewer training encountered,

and so on) would be compounded with the logistical problems involved in inter-

viewing.a national probability sample, thereby increasingthe (time and cost

of a natl.onal incidence survey. Based on the experience of this study, the

cost of the longer in-depth interviews in a smaller study may be as little

as ond-haif the cost advertised by national survey firms using a national
C)

probability sample. The cost of using a national probability sample for an

-,in-depth study of runaway is thus higher than in an alternative approach and

may not within the bounds of
t

a practical sample size, yield desired outcomes.

For an examination of the etiology of runaway, the need for a probability

sample is not strong and in fact, for the development of a theoretical ex-

planation of runaway a purposive sample may be preferred (see e.g. Elliott. and

\\Voss, 1974, Ch. 3). Such examination might be carried out more effectively

4in several small, geographically restricted, studies which might employ only

purposive sampling. With appropriately chosen geographical areas:such studies
o

Would still allow abgeneralization to the total population, although the

precidion of this genkalization could not be made.

For these reasons, the function of a national probability sample should

be givn serious consideration. It is required for accurate estimation of the

230
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national inciden e of runaway, but its scope milht be restricted to only

this goal. In this case only a short instrument could be used which would

identify runaway 14ousehol4 and collect minimal episodic information, such

as nu ber of episodes, time gone, distance traveled;- -.node of travel, and

how located. A short instrument of this form could, perhaps, be added to

the items asked of a current national probability sample contacted by on->

of the several survey research firms, thus reducing the cost of such a

survey.

t
The csre de iled information concerning the etiology or runaway and

types of runaway pisodes could then be obtained by conducting several f;isll

Studies si lar to the one described in this report, the,sites being care-

fully chosen to be representative of Qhe various parts of the country. Theme

studies could either be conducted separately or coordinated through a central

administrative office, although steps should be taken to insure that results

across6the studies are comparable.

In analternative approach, the national probability sample might direct

the locations of the more extensive studies. Using the national sample to

locate-areas with a high incidence ofrunaway, the more detailed studies

could be conducted in these areas, thus increasing the rate of encountering

4ouseholds with a runaway. If probability samples are used for a fixed

sample size, the amount of information collected about runaway would be

-increased.

Of special importance to an incidence study and especially to studies

examining the etiology of runaway is.the low incidence of runaway in the rural

area. As noted in the results section, the low rat9of runaway encountered in

the rurarea together with a low population provides a very low overall
t

frequency of runaway in that region. Thus, with even a moderate sample size

2 3 I
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the ?Lumber of families encountered that have a runaway will be few. Due to

the "spread out nature" of households in rural regions, interviewing in rural

areas is both more time consuming and expensive than in the more urban-suburban

areas. If a study wishes to examine more than simple incidence, e.g., the

,etiology of runaway episodes, the rural are consume a fair amount of resourceo

but with relatively little bnformation gain. For this reason, in the design

of a sampling plan, the sampling and use of data from rural regions should

be carefully considered.

Summary of incidence estimation issues

Based on thelabove considerations,the following tentAkpe conclusions

are drawn:

1. ,A Tional probability sample should be used only for the estimation

of the incidence of runaway, perhaps broken down by major episode variables.

It should not be used to collect detailed information about the etiology or

classification of runnaiay episodes. a

2. Collect of detailed information about runaway could be a&.:mplished

' through conducting several smell studies similar to the one reported here.

3. TKe selection of a respondent, one youth households have been iden-\

tified, is problematical. Interviewing both an adult and 'a youth from each

selected youth household would, perhaps, lead to the most accurate incidence

estimates. Both are required for a study of the etiology of runaway. Fof

a study designed only to determine the incidence of runaway and which uses

0

a 24 hour definitional criterion, the use of parents only as respondents

provides some practical advantages and may be preferred to the'use of both

parent and youth respondents.

4. Dve to the low incidence of runaway in rural areas, the sampling and

use of data from rural areas should be carefully considered.

3 2
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5. Police reports of the.incidence of runaway provide inaccurate estimates

of the true incidence of runaway.

Some c nsiderations for determining sample size for a national survey.

The determination of an appropriate sample size to achieve desired levels

of precision depends,ein part, on the particular survey strategy employed.

For example, separate estimates may be desired for different regions of the

country as a part of a national survey, or only nationalcestimates may be

required. These two strategies may result in the use of quite different sample \

sizes to achieve given levels of precision. For this reason no attempt is

made to precisely determine a national ;:ample size.' The outcomes of this

st dy do pro
fie

some guidance, however, and these re presented below.

For the purpose of estimating sample size, the incidence of runaway

measured as a percentage or proportion will be taken as the measure of interest.

a
Other information items within the survey would be expected to have lesser or

// greater precision, based on this sail. le size, depending on whether these itemsi

/ hav a larger or smaller variance in comparison with the variance of the

incidenck estimate.

To be conservative, the measure of the incidence u will be the propor-

tion Of youth households experiencing a,runaway during a years time which,

based on the outcome of this study, will be taken to be .07. The accuracy of

theinicidence of runaway expressed as a proportion of the youth population

will then be greater than or equal to the accuracy of the household estimate.

Two majdr ques4ons must be answered before an appropriate sample size

can be determined. First7to what degree of accuracy are the estimates

desired, and second, foil-low many regions are accurate estimates desired.

In each region for which estimates are required, the desired level of adcurav

2

tl
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should be obtained (see e.g., Cochran, 19639 Ch. 4).

In the following table, the sample sizes required within each region,

for precision levels of + .01, + .02, + .03 are given. The sizes were

determined by using a simple portion approach for a 95Z confidence' interval

and applying a correct/Lon fac r of .5 to account for the effect of clustering

obtained in a multi-stage sample. The effect of stratification for the

national sample is unknown and is ignored, although based on the different

rates in different areas encountered in this study, stratification of the

sample is strongly recommended. To the extent that stratification would

increase the precision of the estimates, the sample sizes provided below are

conservative. The formula used in determining the number of youth households

to sample within a region is h = 4 p q_(1.5), where d is the desired levtal
dz

of precision. Assuming that approximately 1/4 of all households contain a

10-18 year old youth the regional sample size is 4 times the number of sampled

youth households. The national sample size would be the size indicated in the

table multiplied by the number of regions or subregions for which estimates

are desired.

Degree of Precision

+ .01 + .02 + .03

For
P = .07 15,624 3908 1336

Number of youth households to be sampled to
achieve certain levels of precision.

39,000

Aa an example, if there were 10 maj regions for a + .02 precision level,

the approximate national sample size would be 10 X 3908 = 39,000, for a precision
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of + .03, the sample size would be approximately,13,400, and for a precision

of + .01, the size would be approximately 156,200.

For determining an actual sample size for 9 national sample to estimate

the incidence of runaway, two of a number of possible alternatives are considered.

)First, the country could be divided into several geographical areas (which at

least on the surface are expected to be somewhat homogenous), each area being

stratified by population density (large cities, small cities or towns, and rural

areas). within each strata appropriate units would be sampled. The above

comments then provide guidance for determining an appropriate sample size.

Obviously, some balance between number of regions and desired precision will

have to be obtained in order to stay within the bounds of a practical,sample

size which will not exceed available resources.

In an alternative-approach, assuming that only the national incidence

is of EIL-1

o

jor interest, the country could be divided into primary sampling units,

These primary units could then be stratified and subsampled.

If the primary units are grouped,to form strata of approximately equal

populAtion, this procedure could be designed to insure inclusion of the larger

metropolitan areas of the country (see, e.g., Hurowitz, Hanen, and Nadow, 1953).

' On the other hand, population density could'be used as one of the bases for

stratification, with the sampling fraction within strata being proportionate

to stratums populations.

°To insure achieving the desired level of precision, strata may replace

the regions in the former 'sample size development. For example, if 20 strata

were formed then a 20 X 1336 = 27,000 household sample would provide a + .03

level of precision for an estimate of th,! number of youth households that

a

contain a runaway.
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- -7

In all the above, the lower rural runaway rate encountered, in this

study has not been taken into account: If it were, the simple sizes required

for a fixed level of precision would be somewhat lowered.

0
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5.2 Feasibility Issues of Demographic, Episode, Social-Psychological and

Services Information.

The feasibility questions surrounding the demographic, episode, social-

psychological and services data are two in number and identical for all.

First, were there any consistent difficulties in obtaining the data, and

second, was the data useful?

While in isolated cases some questions were unanswered b e respond-

ents had difficulty understanding certain items or finding an any er that
CZ

seemed appropriate, according to interviewer reports, Once permission to do

an interview had been granted, there were no instances of a respondent re-

fusing to answer a particular item. With the exception of a few items dis-i

cussed in the recommended questionnaire section, there was also no consistent

\difficulty in asking or obtaining answers to any of the items. Items

proving to be difficult, stem largely from the youth questionnaire. Items

suitable for 10 year olds were not seen as appropriate by 17 year olds and

conversely, items relating mostly'to older youth provided difficulty for

the younger ones.

The usefulness of the demographic, episode, social-psychological,

and services data is documented by the descriptions and explanations contained

in the related sections of this report. Each has contributed its portion in

increasing our understanding of runaway behavior. Items from these cats-
Q

gories which hare proved to be more informative and useful are included in

the recommended questionnaires.
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5.3 aECOMMENDED,QUESTIONNAIA2

In the following, the structure and content of two questionnaires

resulting from the experience and findings of this study are given. The

first is a short "screening" questionnaire designed to identify households

which contain a runaway youth and to collect a minimum of episodie infbr-

mation. This short questionnaire could be augmented by adding items to

obtain baol. runaway episode information. The second questionnaire is a

longer, half hour or so, instrument which begins with the above ide fi-

cation sectionpfollowed the battery of etiological scales and episodic

inforpation,found by this study to be of importance in describing and

explaining runaway. This longer interview schedule contains various

components, each of which may be ineludl,or excluded depending upon the

cific goals of future studies.

Short screening qtiestionnaire

r
Definition of runaway

Of mAljor,importa ce to a study of the incidence and types of runaway

,
-

is the definiti6n of runaway employed. As indicated in the results section,

Cs?

quite different estimates of the incidence of runaway can be obtained with

..the use of alternative, but not widely differittg definitions. What is

defined ao runaway obviously affects the classifications schemes and other

findings resulting from a study of runaways.

An described in the introduction to. this report the term runaway means

different things to different people and there does not appear to be a

cowpon connotation of the term currently in use. For example, in one case

encountered in this study a yoUth left home without permission to attend a

rock concert, and was.gone for four.days. This absence was not interpreted by
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either parent or youth as a runaway, although iXn a similar case such an

absence was called a runaway by both the parent and youth involved. Due to

the absence of a commonly used dinition of runaway, a behavioral definition

would see® appropriate.

The choice for a behavioral defLtion, which follows other studies as

well as this one, would be of the form--absent from home without parental

pe ssion for more than a specified time period--the choice of time periodr®

being determined, to some extent, by vhe seriousness of the absence it is

desired to Eeasure. Based on the experience of this study, eight hours is

perhaps the minimal time period to use, in order to avoid including rather

trivial absences from home. Seven of the positive parP ent responses to the

item--has your child been gone from home without your permission--were for

minor incidents, ranging from one to five hours, involving such activities as

playing ball or staying late at a dance. Other choices of al time limit, such

as 24 hours or overnight,could be used to include only more serious absences

from home.

Using a behavioral definition does, however, prevent the inclusion of

those instances where a serious runaway was planned, partially executd, but

terminated within a few hours due to the youth's apprehension by rents or

police. If a eU4dy is to examine the etiology of runaway behavior, these

cases of runaway should not be excluded. While allowing respondents to use
d.

their own definition of the term runaway involves some variation in the exact-

ness of what is being measured, it may be argued that these cases would have

been included in the behavioral definition, had the youth been successftl-in

the attempt to runaway.

A two part item is .thus recommended for the identification of runaway.

The general fork of this item is as follows: First, have any of your children
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/

been gone from home without permission for more than a'specifieitime pericid?

and second, have any your children run away? Similar fOrms could be coW;.

atructed for use in youth questionnaires.

Selection of episodes for which to collect data

Following the flow of the questionnaire used in this study, after deter-

mining that a youth has been absent from home or has run away, the next

might ask for the number of such absences. If there is more than one, t is

recoproPnded that the procedure used by this study, that of obtaining inform-
C)

Lion about the first and last such absences during the preceeding year, not

/be used. While.an 'exact count is not available, several of the interviewers

learned in conversations with the respon4ents that this procedure missed the

most serious absence in a number of cases. If information is to be collected

about more than one episode, it is'recommended that data be collected about

those episodes of longest duration or those felt to be more serious by the

respondent. This obser ation applies both to the screening questionnaire and

to longer questionnaire described below.

Selection of theoretical variables

The structure and content of an int4tView to be used in a national study

of runaway behavior depends upon the specific goals of that study. For example,

if the sole purpose of a national study is to estimate the incidence of run-

away behavior much more than the runaway items need not be included. If other

issues such as etiology, nature of episode, and services are'to be emphasized,

the questionnaire might take a efferent forM. If a particular theoretical

perspective is-adopted for the explanation of runaway behavior, the choice of

variables may take still another turn.
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The recokandations and suggestions offered in this section are motivated

irical findings in the present study. The measures which areby the e

recor774,.nded for each of-thm 'Several purposes were those which proved most

effective in this study. They do not represent a theoretically complete or

exhaustive set of explanatory variables. Each of the scales can be found in

Appendices D, M, and L.

Demographic variables

There was a subset of demographic variables pertaining to the youth and

parent which were most central in our description of the runaway phenomenon.

For the youth these were age, sex, and ethnicity. For the parents the im-

portant demographic variables were total"family income, type of occupation,

education, ethnicity, marital status, add relationship to the. youth. It is

recommPnded that the census bureau format for the collection of this data

be adopted, i.e., a "head of household",be designated at the time of the

interview to serve as a reference point for the organization of the informa-

tion to be collected. Such d procedure would greatly facilitate the orderly

analysis and presentation of the findings.

RunTeay vs non-runaway discriminators

If a goal of the national survey is to isolate high risk or potential

runaway families for further study there wereGseveral measures which proved

effective in differentiating runaway from non-runaway families. The ten

8
parent and youth meausres are the following:

Youth

1. Friends° Delinquent Behavior

2. Attitudes Toward School
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3. Battery

4. Powerlessness

5. Occupational Aspirations

6. Affective Punishment

7. Perceived Marital Conflict

Adult

8. Negative Labelling

9. Nurttrance

10. Affective Punishment

235

If the findings of the present study are repacable, the us of these scales

in a discriminant function might produce a level of accuracy approaching 85%

in the separation of runaway prone from non-runaway prone families. One must

\
bear in mind that the optional use of 'these variaAes for purposes of identi-

fying high risk families will demand considerable statistical manipulation to
1

generate the appropriate discriminant functions.

Measures which discriminate between the etiological types

If a goal in the national study is to construct, test, and refine an

etiological typology of runaway families, there are ten scales which proved

most effective for this purpose in the present study. These are the following:

Youth

1. Educational Expectations
To.0

2. Perceived Parental Rejection

3. Perceived Parental Dissatisfaction

4. Self-reported Delinquency

5. Power

6. Differential Treatment
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7. Occupational Expectations

Adult

8.- Negative Labelling

9. Protectiveness
0

4 10. Parental Achievement Demands

%

In the. present research a discriminant ftnction utilizing these ten scales

produced a level of classificatory accuracy of 82.4%. One notes that these

ten scales do overlap with the measures which different aced between runaway.

f 1 lies and non-runaway families.

octant episodic variableEf

In the construction of the episode typology there were sixteen measures

which proved especially elucidating\ If the goals of the national study

include a description of the runaway

If

several or all of the items

might be included. These items are presented below. The item numbers are

providedcin parenthesis.

1. Where did you plan to go? (21B)

2. Where did you end up going? (22)

0 .

3. Kinds of good experiences. (26 probe)

4. Did your parents report you missing? (6)

5. Runaways evaluation of experiences. (26)

6. Reasons for leaving home. (11-16)

7. Items taken when left home (10)

8. Were you running away? (7)

9. Planned or sudden decision. (9).

10. Time planned to stay away. (8)

2 43
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11. Length of times gone. (3)

12. To whom parent reported. (6)

13. Found by parents or returned on own. (17A)

14. How runaway was cated. (17B)

7
..__

15. Method of transp rtation used. (19)

16. here slept while away. (5B)

17. Distance traveled. (18)

Services measures

If an evaluation of present services or need for new services is a goal

for,a national study, there are several themes in the presont findings"With

regard to services which might 'be further euplored. Perhaps the most impor-

tanyrend in the present findings was the large percentage of families who

requested that f ly counseling be more readily available. It woul pear

fruitful to enplore this question more, fully in anc7ffort to develop a more

thorough description of the types of family counseling needed.

A second theme in the services data was the request for runaway shelters.

any youth and some parents felt that supervised shelters should be more readily

available for runaway youth. This issue might be more fully developed.

A final theme revolves around the requests emanating from parents only that

the police enercise morellSiligence in locating runaway youth. While.the police

may not be tiie ultipate answer, it does beCome clear that parents feel that

the locaeign. process might be improved. The construction of new items designed

kt describe This need more fully might be in order.

Ite® problems

There were two items which were left out of the self-reported delinquency
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scale which might be included for subsequent study. The first item concerns

ealing goods worth from $5 to $50. Items concerning stealing things worth

lesS\then $5 and stealing things worth more than $50 were included. The

iete range was inadvertently deleted.

Thesecond item which has been left out from the self-reported delinquency

scale was one concerning running away from home. This item was left out on

purpose for fear of confounding the relationship between running away (as

measured by the lain runaway items) and delinquent behavior. It is now felt

that the inclusion of this item in the interview schedule is warranted as an

additional check on runaway behavior. It can always be deleted from any

analysis it might confound at the time of data analysis.

While each of the 75 theoretical scales with two or three exceptions

.exhibited adequate scale characteristics, there were some items which the

interviewers reported were morelproblematicai for either younger or older

children. For the younger children the reasons for item difficulty were

of two types. First, some items used words which were difficult to under-

stand (,items: 167, 172, 174 Appendix L). Secondly, some items described

age-graded behavior in which younger children would rarely if ever engage

(items: 75-77, 108, Appendix L). This later problem was found for older youth,

as well (items: 71, 86, 87, 90, Appendix L). Although the interviewers reported

some difficulty with these items, if separate items were used for younger and

older youth, one would lose all valuable inter-age comparisons utilizing these

variables.

Alternation in format

TO shorten the administration time of the questionnaires, tioo format

changes seem advisable. First, in the youth questionnaire, all, self-reported

2 4 5
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delinquency items might be listed only once with a separate answer space

provided for each of the responses before, during, and after runaway episode

and one for repouing friends°delinquency. Each item could then be asked

o ly once, with erence given to the particular content for whith responses

ore sought. A SG d format change- _involves collapsing across the, before,

during, and after ti periods of the services section and asking.the items

only once for all time periods. While there is some loss of-information,,,a

this reduction would both decrease the interviewing time and eliminate the

repetitiveness of this section.

1y- passing certain data

In some portions of the questionnaire there are items which while being

a

applicable in general, are not appropriate for some respondents. It is

suggested that instruction to by-pass certain items when spetial cases are

encountered be built into the questionnaires. A good example is the case

of single parent families where there has not been a father (or mother) figure

in the home for a number of years.,, In this ituation the items calling for

40-

information about married couples should'be by-passed.

26
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In this sejtion the major findings of this study are briefly outlined.

The reader is referred to the main body of the text for important, more de-

tailed discussions of these findings.
FY

Feasibility

It is suggested that a national probability sample be used solely for the

purpose of estimating the incidence of runaway and that it not be used to

collect detailed information about runaway episodes, runaways and their fami-

lies. This latter would be more succesfully accomplished by conducting

several. smaller studies in several carefully chosen localities. The need4Por

a national sample to determine the incidence of runaway is documented by

the large number of cases in which runaway is not reported to the police or

other official agencies, thus making estimates based on the reported incidence

inadequate.

To partially overcome the problems of false negative reports and unavail-

able youth respondents, it is suggested that if possible both a parent and

a youth of the selected youth households be interviwed. A fuller,considera-

tion of these problems is provided in the text.

Due to the low incidence of runaway and low density of the popu,

lation in rural areas, coupled with increased interviewing costs, in these

areas, it is suggested that careful consideration be given to the sampling

and use of data from the rural areas.

The episodic, socia17psychological and services information proved to

by exceedingly useful in the description and explanation of runaway. Its

use in a larger study is thus warranted.

The definition of.runaway,used to identify households which contain a

runaway has a large impact on the findings of a runaway study.. It is

28 0
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suggested that a definition of the form--gone fro® home without parental

permission for more than a specified time period or gone from 'home with th

intent to run away--be employed.

Incidence Estimates

The estimated incidence of runaway for the geographical areas encompassed

by this study arc approximately 3.6% of the youth population and 7.1% of

the youth households, for episodes longer than eight hours in duration or

which show serious intent to runaway. For episodes of 24 hours or longer

these estimates are approximately 1.8% End 3.8%, respectively.

(1,

Services

The general findings from the analysis of the services data indicates a

medium level of satisfaction by a majority of users, with Social Service

Agencies, friends and relatives, police and schools being the frequently

used sources of,assistance. Of particular interest is the large request on

the part of respondents for the provision of affordable family counseling

services.

Findings Dealing with Runaway Behavior

1. Only a minority of the runaway yoUth have, run away more than three

-ct

times, and those who have are more frequently reported in the lowest social

class runaway group.

2. The majority of runaways are gone overnight, with the overnight epi

sodes being most frequent among older youth. In general the length of time

gone fita,home increases with age. Overall, about half the runaways return
.40

home within three days and about two thirds return,within a week. A majority

of the runaways travelled less than ten miles from their homes. About one

third of the parents indicated that they reacted to the runaway episode by

249
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waiting, another one third called the police. Parents of younger runaways

were less likely to wait.

3. The majority of runaways stay witb, friends during the episode, and

for approximately two thirds of the runaways there reportedly was no contact

with police. Also, a majority of runaways return on their own. Parents,

police and friends or relatives are the most frequent means of locating those

who do not return voluntarily.

4. Arguments with parents and problems at home emerge as the most_preve-

lent reasons given by youth for leaving home. These reasons emerge across

all class, sex, and age groups. Other reasons for leaving home include prob-

lems at schoOl, problems with friends and problems with the police. Many

O

youth also indicate that "personal problems" were an important reason for

leaving home.
o
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*4,

Global Comparisons Between Runaways and Non-runaways

Many of the major hypotheses regarding the global comparisons between

runaways and non-runaways were confirmed.

Family relationships- -All of the family relationship data indicates that

much greater stresses exist in runaway families. This involves lack of nur-

turance, parental rejection, child rejection of the parents, lack of compan-

ionship, physical punishment, negative labeling by parents and so on,

School°relationallips--School relationships of runaway youth are criti-

cally poorer than for non-runaways. This involves less involvement, lack of

interest in being involved, low academic expectations, low aspirations, nega-

tive labeling by teachers, and highly negative attitudes towards school.

Peer relationships--Runaways spend more time with their peers than non-

runaways. Their peers have higher levels of delinquent behavior and the run-

away youth experience more normative pressure towards deviance than do non-

runaway youth.

Personality and delinquent behavior variables--Runaways are more socially

alienated experiencing higher levels of norinlessness, powerlessness, and

societal estrangement. Additionally they have generally lower levels of

self-esteem. The delinquent 'behavior of runaways reaches much higher levels

than that shown by non-runaways.

Types of Runaways from an Etiological Perspective.

The analysis identified seven types of runaway according to the pattern

of etiological characteristics:

Low Delinquency Runaways

Type 1 Young non-delinquent youth running from highly stressed family

situation.

25



245

Type 2 Middle-class "loners". These non-delinquent youth appear to

exemplify a "running to" model of runaviay. A majority are girls.

Type 3 Highly "autonomous" oldgr runaways from a loose-knit family

situation. Social class is low.

ry

High Delinquency Runaways

Type 4 Delinquent lower social class runaways. Rithaway is embedded in

a wide variety of diverse delinquent behaviors. Family and school

strains are extremely high.

Type 5 Delinquent girls with highly stressful home and school situa-

tions and strong peer pressure towards delinquency:

Type 6 Higher social class delinquents with extremely high commitment

to peers and high peer delinquency. They have a marked lack of

interest in school and a highly rejecting family.

Type 7 Young delinqugnt boys from highly rejecting families. Strong
kA

normative pressure from peers towards delinquent behavior.

The full differentiation between these different types is provided in the text.

A Behavioral Classification System for Runaway Episodes

Using behavioral data only from the runaway episodes a behavioral classi-

'fication system Was created to describe the typical runaway episodes. The
*

following' appears to accurarely characterize these. Five types were found.

Ty0e 1: Spontaneous Unplanned Episodes. Most of these cases are ext-
w

remely illprepared prior to the episode. Most are back home within a week,

and many .11Li1.ly go to a friend's hot. When they leaveathey have no clear

idea how long they will stay away, nor where they will go.

Type 2: Deliberate Successful Episodes. Careful deliberate planning p1

pears to lead to a successful episcide. These youth stay away for longer
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times than most runaways and the police are often involved in returning them

to their parents. They tend not to return voluntarily.

Type 3: Temporary "Good Time" Episodes. This is an example of short-

term fun seeking escapades. Many of these youth do not see the episode as

a "runaway", and most return on their own. Parents have a low tendency to

report the youth as ."missing".

Type 4: Difficult Long Term Escapist Episodes. This consists largely

of girls trying to escape a stressed home situation. They intend to stay

away for along time, their parents report them as "missing" and the police

are involved to a higher than average degree in returning the youth to their

families. The youth do not return voluntarily.

Type 5: Temporary Escapist Episodes. Again this type appenr to be

running from an unpleasant home situation. There is nb intention however,

to stay away for a long rime as in the above type. Most return after only

three days.

2 5 3
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APPENDIX A

Interviewer Majwai
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INTERVIEWER MANUAL

I. ABOUT TRES STUDY

The Department of Health, Education, and Welfare has contracted with
Behavioral Research and Evaluation Corporation of Boulder to study problems
confro ting the American Family today. We eve specifically concerned with the
problem of runaway youth. By means of inter-Views with families information
will be collected with regard to the causes of runaway behavior, events occur-
ring during the rIlhaway episode, services utilized by families with runaway
youth,.etc. The resulting data will help guide policy decisions concerning
solutions to the runaway problem by providing information to assist in the
development of methods for the prevention of runaway behavior and in the
determination of services needed by runaway children and their families.

The Interview: Both parent and child interview have been developed
and both parents,and children will be interviewed In some cases, whekIthere
are no children between the ages of 10 and 18 or(014n there have been inci-
dences of runaway behavior in the family, the interview will be .terminated
after alimited number of questions. More detailed information about the
interview can be found in the section on specific instructions for conducting

.the interview.

II. THE IMPORTANCE OF THE INTERVIEWER IN A SURVEY

A survey is a technique of
viewing a number of individuals.
'iewed have been selected in such
cn the interview schedule will be
our present case, adolescents ana

gatherina information by personally inter-
Typicaili, the persons who are to be inter-
a manae-.: Caat tneir answers to the questions
representative of some larger population, in
their pareata in Colorado.

Each respondent is asked the an series of questions, and the answers
are then analyzed, conclusions aradrawn; and the information is used to deal
u1:1-. a particular problem. Sind, we are usinthe answers of a relatively,

persons to make statements about a larae population, it is extremely impor-
tant :hat each stage in the interviewing process and data analysis be carried

w.:th care.

The interviewer has the important job of obtaining accurate information
and honest opinions from the respondent.

THE QUALITY OF THE WORK DONE THE FIELD LARGELY DETERNIAS THE' VALUE
OF ANY SURVEY THAT WE CCNDUCT. Althegn the greatest care and attention may
have been given to the tgchnical plan..ing of the survey (i.e., obtaining a
representative sample, writing a clea: and unbiased set of questions, and doing
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sound statistical analysis), unless the plans have been understood and faith-
fully followed by you we will not succeed in collecting useful information.
In fact, we would be in danger of preparing misleading information for publica-
tion.

Thus, you can see that a large share of the responsibility for the study
in raich you are participating will rest or you. his is the reason that we
will train you and ask you to complete a series of training sessions.

EVERY INTERVIEWER IS RESPONSIBLE FOR A THOROUGH MASTERY OF THESE BASIC
INSTRFCTIONS. REMEMBER, A SINGLE INTERVIeING ERROR MAY DESTROY THE USEFULNESS
OF A COMPLETED SCHEDULE; AN ERROR REPEATED MAY BIAS THE FINDINGS OF THE STUDY.

III. THE OF INTERVIEWING

The interviewer must ask many questions he would never dream of asking
a close friend, questions one might regard as "too personal." But you will
find the average person willing to answer questions -- or even volunteering
information -- he would never tell a close friend or relative. Just as
.stranger on a train hears many confidences from people he will probably never
see again, the interviewer has the great advantage of anonymity which encourages
the respondent to confide in him.

The main reason survey research organizations are able to collict useful
data is that oui interviewers can and do assure their respondents that their
replies will be completely confidiential. We promise the people whom we inter-
view that we will never reveal what thdy have told us, but simply publish
summary statements to the effect that: " % of the people interviewed tEink
such and such." IT IS YOUR RESPONSIBILITY AS AN INTERVIEWER TO KEEP THAT PROMISE.

Once in a while a respondent may need reassurance that you're not a
salesman or an FBI agent; they may need occasional reminders that thg inter-
view is anonymous and that their friends or employer will never know their re-
plies. Never divulge the opinions expressed by anyone you interview. While
interviewers are entitled to their own opinions, whatever they are, they cannot
/let those opinions enter into the interview situation. Moreover, they must
not report any suspicions which arise as a result of information they get from
an interview.

The interviewer has a responsibility

i

re much like that of the priest,
doctor, or lawyer, none of whom may pass on others what his clients have
told him in private. The whole basis of opinion research rests on the respond-
ent's confidence that what he says is 'off the record, and if these confidences
wcrc violated the entire profesSion would suffer great l}arm.

These rules apply to the opinions you hear, and the information you
receive, no mAvtter what the subject. There can be no exceptions to CONFIDENTIALITY.

25
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I

IV. PRELIMINARIES

A. First Impressions
O

The way you dress And the way ymu handle yourself is very important
because the first impression you TI4ke is a visual one. Research has
shown that after being inverviewe , the respondents frequently
couldn't always recall the topic or the sponsor of the survey, but
they recalled the impression the interviewer made as a person. Further,
the decision to cooperate was frequently made on the basis of the first
impression.

1. Dress: Thera are two keys to how the interviewer should dress:
appropriateness and comfort. Dressing appropriates means taking
the social statuliof the respondents into account; it does not
mean disguising yourself in a phoney attempt to be "one of the
boys." Overdressing is the worst thing you can do, co play it on
the conservative side. Examples: the women should wear no jewelry
aside from wedding rings and such "standard" items. Dressing
comfortably means informally, but neatly. Briefly, AVOID UNUSUAL
DRESS THAT WILL DISTRACT ATTENTION FROM THE INTERVIEW.

2. Smoking and Gum, etc.; If you are a smoker, never smoke in the
home of a respondent unless you are openly invited (and than only
if you have an ashtray and aren't distracted from your duties as
an interviewer). NEVER CHEW GUM WHILE INTERVIEWING.

B. Introducing Yourself

The following pointers should help you with your introduction:

TELL THE RESPONDENT WHO YOU ARE AND WHO YOU REPRESENT. An intFo-
duction has beer provided on the face of the interview schedule. You
may use this or moLfy it as you feel the need.

TELL THE RESPONDENT WHAT YOU ARE DOING. A Statement for your use has
also been provided of the face of the interview schedule. You may alter
it to fit the situation.

TELL THY RESPONDENT HOW HE OR SHE WAS SELECTED. Explain that his or
her address was drawn fromarandom sample of families in Colorado. Stress
that his or her name will never be used, but that the answers to the
questionnaire will be used in # report on the American Family.

AVOID DISCUSSING THE CONTEN: OF THE QUESTIONS. If asked directly, you
can handle it with 'That's' .lard to say because we cover lOts of differ-
ent things, but I knout you'll find most of the questions interesting --
most people do." (For other general questions which interviewees
are most likely to ask, see the section on Handling Respondents' Questions.)
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It is rare to be challenged, but in such a case, you will be prepared:

1. You will have a reproduction of a clipping about the study from
the local paper. Not everyone 7.63,11have seen the, article, but
it gives you the upper hand when you say, "Perhaps you read about
the survey in the .paper..." and Apou the clipping.

2. Ydu will be known to the authoricies. Your name will be on file
with the police Department, the Better Business Bureau, alca the
Chamber of Commerce. It is rare to be challenged, but it's best
to be prepared.

C. The Interview Situation

Avoid an 'hudience." Try to be alone with the respondent while inter -
viewing. It may be impossible to gain candid answers wen others are
observing: When others are present when you arrive, you might suggest,
"Could we sit in the kitchen or dining room, so we won't disturb others?"
or "Could we sitosomewhere where we wcin't bother the others.7.-I'm supposed
to interview you in private."

0

Always face the respondent end look at him/her'while interviewingavoid
sitting right next to the interviewee.

Keep the respondent on the subject as much as possible. ..Discourage
irrelevant conversation as gently as possible.

Unusual situations. Your arrival may be quite unexpected, and you may
catch the respondent "off-guard." You will need'to employ tact, friendli-
ness and reassure and encourage the respondent:

(1) Respondent embarrassed by untidy house or personal appearance. You
can establish your role is a sympathetic and underbtanding person if
you make a reassuring statement such as, "I understand. I know haw
busy you Itst be. It seems-as though with children around you can
never keep things kn apple-pie order.,"

(2) Respondent is busy at some household task. Offer to sit in while the
respondent finishes the ironing, washing, or what have you. (Some of
the most relaxed interviewing situations are where the respondent is
doing something familiar, such as ironing, but where she can concen-
trate- on questions. Furthermore, the respondents will frequently
get so absorbed they'll put aside what -lt,was they were doing once
you've begun the interview.

(3) Shyness with strangers. Ustially a few cw,uai rcmackS having nothing
to, do with the survey will help break the ice. Noting a picture of
a family member;"\remarking on an unusual piece of furniture, etc.

(4) Respondent fearing to appehr ignorant. Reassure these respondents
that their opinions are most important. "We just want to know how
you feel about certain things--there area 't any right or wrong answers
-just what you think."
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(5) Suspicious or fearful of what you're going to do with the schedule.
Emphasize the confidential nature of the interview, mention the fact
that numbers will be used and not names--"no one will ever know a
what you told me." %

(6) The curiosity as to what the interviewer thinks. Remain neutral
at all times. You can inAcate that you've heard oo many ideas on
that question you're not quite sure what your on opinions area "It'o,
not really important what I think, you opinions are the in.ortant ones."

If you cannot gain access to_the house at the giros call, make a definite
appointment to come,back at a time when the respondent io not buoy.

D. Handling Respondents' Questions

1. How did you get my name?

2. Who's going to sea my
interview?

Explain that a scientific random sample of adldres
was drawn from households in Colorado'.
"A statistician at the office told ace
where to go."

The answers the respondent gives will be
completely confidential. Only a few pro-
fessors on the study will see the inter-
views; numbers will be assigned;(results
will be based on what so many people
thought about a certain question. .

3. Who's paying for this?, The letavioral Research and Evaluation
Corporation of Boulder has been funded
by HEW to conduct this Aurvey.

a

4. Why asleme? Can't you go It important that we talk to you. Our.
next door? sample will not be representative if we

interview someone else.

5. What's the purpose? The study has the aim of providing us
with abetter understanding of American
families and some of the problems they
face.

6. How long will it take? "Well, it varies quite a bit, but it takes
about
(If hesitant, mention pay here) ?
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V. CONDUCTING THE INTERVIEW

A. A2king thA_Questions

1. Read each question exactly as worded on the schedule. The accur-
acy q'f the findings are dependent upon uniformity of questions
being asked by all interviewers.

2. Ask all' the questions in the order in'which they appear on the
schedule. Never go back and change earlier answers--if her aro
conflicts in opinions, make a parenthetical note to this effect
(remember that people are inconsistentdon't try to make every-
thing in the schedule agree).

Don't skip any questions unless instructions tell you to.
sure to ask all the appropriate subquestions.

4. Don't try-to explain the questions. Your explanation may be
different than that of another interviewer and could bias the
respondent. If the respondent doesnit appear to undersandi try
re-reading the question slowly and clearly. If asked what the
question means, don't attempt an impromptu definition, try asking
"What does it mean to you?"

5. Never read a "Don't Know" category to a respondent: If the respond-
ent answers "I don't know" make sure he/she understands th2
question. Give him/her time to clarify his/her thoughts and
gently encourage a response.

B. Cards

You will be provided with cards indicating response categories (Strongly
Agree, Agree, Disagree, etc.). At the beginning of each set of ques6ion6,1
a card number will be indicated on the questionnaire. Hand this card
to the respondent and read the responses to him/her if necessary. T4.1
th respondent to answer by saying the number which corresponds to
the r response. Do not accept an answer in between two numbers; try
to et the respondent to decide on one response.

C. Probing

On the questions which require: a written response, it may be necessary
to probe the respondept for further information in order to clarify
their response and find out exactly what he or, she means. Always use
NEUTRAL probes like:

How do you mean?
Could you explain that a little?

Or you can repeat the respondent's own words with a rising inflection,
to suggest that you are not sure of exactly what they mean:

DON'T SUGGEST AN:i1,11.:ItS. The new interviewer may find it hard not to
suggest answers, for in normal conversation we often do so without
.realizing it. While One may think of interviewing as a friendly conver-
sation), it is a rathr artificial one. In most conversations its quite
common for a person who is not certain what his partner means by an
expression to suggest the meaning.
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REFUSALS

Nonresponses can be a serious problem in interviewing if the number
becomes too great. If the study is to be a success, it is of extreme importance
that each interviewer minimize nonresponses. The following are some suggestions
to help,,you avoid refusals and to eliminate missing the respondent after several
tries. 6

254

A. In your introduction, you should be sensitive to a respondent's
hesitancy so that you can adapt your response to encourage the respond-
ent to participate in the study. Emphasize the potential benefits of
the study, and be reassuring regarding the confidentiality and anonymity
of the respondent's answers.

B. Be sensitive taiawkyard times for the respondent (such as mealtimes)
and offer to return at a more convenient time,

C. Try to avoid outright refusals, leaving the door open for another visit.
If you are getting nowhere with a respondent, leave before you are given
an outright "no."

D. On the front page of the interview schedule write up in detail what
was said, In addition, put down your own reactions, including an
estimate of the type of interviewer needed to get the interview: e.g.,
"try male interviewer," "Spanish-speaking," "older motherly type," etc.
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APPENDIX B

Episode Variables
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Table B 1 Tabulation of Runaway Episode (Parent-reported) for Number
of Episode

Var
No. Variable Name

152 Number of episodes

Probability Purposive

1 13' 50 63 45

2-3 10 38 51 37

3' 3 3 12 25 18
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Table

Var

No.

B 2 Tabulation of Runaway Episode (Parent-reported)
of Time Gone

Probability Purposive

Variable Name

158 Overnight

No 6 24 16 12

Yes 19 76 122 88

.

180 Time away in days

0 2 8 7 5

< 1 7 27 17 12

1-3 5 19 48 34

4-7 2 ,8 34 24

8-14 5 19 15 11

15-30 0 0 12 8

31-180 5 19 5 4

7 180 0 0 3 2

261
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Table B 3 Tabulation of Runaway Episode (Parent-reported),for Which
Month Ran

Vaie

No. Variable Name

1513 Which month

Probability Purposive

January 0 0 14 10

February 0 0 10 7

March 2 8 15 11

April 2 8 11 8

...I

May 3 12 10 7

June 5 20 13 9

July 1 4 15 11

August 3 12 10 7

September 4 16 12 9

October 2 8 17 12

Novembr 3 12 7 5

December 0 0 5 4
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Table 134 Tabulation of Runaway Episode (Parent - reported) for Parents'

First Reaction

Var Probability Purposive

No. Variable Name N

160 First reaction

Waited 11

Called police 3

Called friends/ 2

relatives

Called child's friends 2

Went out/looked 3

Other 2» Iv

161 Reported youth missing
17

No 15

Yes 9

162 Signed warrant for youth's arrest

No 19

Yes 5

163 Interpreted incident as runaway

No 12

Yes 12

164 Thought running was against law

No 8

Yes 12
o

47 47' 35

13 54 40
0

9 10 8

9 9 7

13 11 8

9 3 2

62 34 25

38 101 75 '

79 61 51

21 59 49

50 35 26

50 101 74

40 39 32

60 -83 68

266



260

`able

Var
/No.

B 5 Tabulation of Runaway Episode
Runaway

Probability
Variable Name N %

(Parent-reported)

Purposive
N

165 How located

Returned onown 7 41 59 45

Other 10 59 71 55

166 How located

Parent 6 29 28 32

Friend/relative 6 28 20 23

Police 6 28
c>

29 33

Runaway house 0 0 1 1

Social service agency 1 5 2 2

Other 2 10 8 9

170 How far had gone

<1 mile 2 10 4 4

1-10 miles '12 66 59 50

_ 11-100 miles 2 10 30 26

100-1000 miles 1 5 14 14

;1000 miles 3 15 6 6

171 How returned

Voluntarily--on own 10 83 45 42

Through official
agency 2 17 lA 17

Other 0 0 43 41

27
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Table

z.7.

B 6 Tabulation of Runaway Episode (Parent-Reported) for Knowledge
of Intended Destination

Var Probability Purposive

No. Variable Name

172 Know of intended destination?

No 17 68 102 74

Yes 8 32 ...,) 35 26

1/3 How far was intended destination?

<1 mile 1 50 1 4

1-10 miles 0 0. 13 51

11-100 miles 0 0 4 15

101-1000 miles 0 0 4 15

;>1000 miles 1 50 4 15

4.

Fy
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d

Table B 7 'Tabulation of Runaway Episode (Parent-Reported) for Runaways
Contact with Juvenile Authorities While Away

Marc .

No. Variable Name

174 Contact with police

No

Yes

175 Picked up by police
9

No

Yes

176 Arrested?

No

Yes

177 Reason for Arrest

Runaway

Other

178 Have to go to court?

No

Yes

179 Tpls a petition filed?

No,

Yes

P

269

Probability Purposive

. 20 83 89 66

4 17 46 34

16 . 80 63 54

4 20 53 46

20 95 76 72

1 5 30 28

1 100 28 85

0 0 5 15

10 91 74 77

1 9 22 23

11 92 56 85

1 8 10 15
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Table B 8 Youth Demographic Variables (Youth- repofrtedP

Var.

No. Vaiiable Probability Purposive

232 Sec

Hale
FrmAle

Var.

21 60 51 40,

14 40 78 60

Table B 9 Sibling Runaway (Youth-Reported)

Variable Probability Purposive

234 Siblings Gone Without Per -
mission in Last Year

Yes

No

N % N %

33 94 120 93

2 6 9 7

Table B 10 Tabulation of Runaway, Episode (Youth-Reported)
Number of Episodes

Var.
No. Variable . Probability Purposive

280 Number of Times Gone in
Last Year ) N % N %

1 14 44 45 36

2-3 12 37 50 40

>3 11 19 29 24
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Table B 11 TaLlation,of Runaway Episode (Youth-Reported)
Length of Time Gone

Vari.

No. Variable

286- Gone Overnight?

Probability Purpooive

7N

No 7 24 12 14

Yes 22 76 72 86

Table B 12 Tabulation of Runaway Episode (Youth-Reported)
Sleeping Accomodations

Var.

No. Variable Probability Purposive

287- there Slept
293

N % N %

Uith friends 19 61 76 56

relatives 3 10 10 7

strangers 0 0 5 4

Runaway house
.

0 0 8 6

Outdoors 2 7 10 7

Public facility 1 3 9 7

Other 6 19 18 13

Ir

27.L
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Var.

No.7

Table B 13 Tabulation of Runaway Episode 4Youth-Reported)
Mode of Return

Variable Probability
.

322 Located by others or home on own? N %/

Self 22 67
Other 11 33

Var.

Mo. Variable Probability

.4'

323 How Located? 4

o

N %

Parents 2 20
Friends/relatives 3 30

Police 5 50
aunaway house 0 0

Parents° social service agency 0 0
Other 0 0

Table B 14 Tabulation of Runaway Episode (Youth-Reported)
Distance Ran

Var.

No. Variable Probability

328 How Far had you Gone?

Q 1 mile 5 19
1-10 miles 9 33

11-100 miles 6 22

101-1000 miles 4 15
.1000 miles , 3 11

2a2

Purposive

.

N %.

55 45

67 55

Purposive_

N %

15 20

9 12

44 60

0 0

2 3

4 5

Purposive

10 9

51 42

32 29
14 13

8 7
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Tale B 15 Tabulation aKRunauay Episode (Youth-Reported)
Mode of Travel

Variable

Hou did you get there?

Plane
Bus
Trai
Hitchhiking
Had a ride
Walked
Other

"."

273

Probability PurpoSive

C.C.

0 0 Q- 1 .14
2 6 13 10
0 0 0 0

1 3 37 29 SiA.
8 24 32 25 .000

13 38 36 28'

10 29 8 6
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Table

Var.
No.

269

Tabulation of Runaway Episode (Youth-Reported)
Experiences While Running

Variable

0.11,

Cont.

Probability Purposive Coeff. Sig.

344 Return home voluntarily? .18 .062

No 10 30 48 41

Yes 23 70 70 59

345 0 Any contact with police while
gone? , N % N % .22 .014

0

.,1

No 23 70 71 58

Yes 10 30 52 42

346 Picked up by police?. N % N .24 .007

No 22 71 63 54

Yes 1 9 29 53 46

347 Arrested? N % N % .22 .053

No 20 77 3 64

Yes 6 23 30 36

348 Rave to go to court? N % N % .14 .349

No 19 80 62 75

Yes 5 20 21 25

349 Experiences good or bad while

gone? N % N % .16 .860

Very bad 3 9 7 7

Bad 3 9 8 7

Neither good nor bad 7 '22 31 29

Good 0 12 38 36 34

Very good 0 7 22 25 23

351, How likely leave again?
Very likely
Somewhat likely
Ntither likely nor unlikely
Not very likely
Not likely at all

276

% N % .20 .564

8 25 19 16

8 25 21 17

2 6 -15 '.1:2

4 13 21 17

10 31 46 '38



Table B 19

Var.
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Tabulation of Runaway Episode (Parent-Reported)
for Number of Episodes

Cont.

Variable 10-13 14-15 16+ Coeff.

Number of Episodes N % , N % N % .46

1 11 42 23 38 38 56

2-3 5 20 28 47 23 34
Sig.

10 38 9 15 7 10
.015

vTabulation of RunawarEpisode (Parent-Reported)
for Length of Time Gone

Variable 10-13 14-15 16+
Cont.

Coeff.

Overnight N % N % a%
.35

No 12 46 10 17 4 6

Yes 14 54 49.E 83 62 94

0 v Cont.

Variable 10-13 14-15 16+ Coeff.

Time Away in Days N % N % N % .57

0 4 15 3 5 4 6

31 8 31 12 20 5 7

1-3 4 15 17 43 16 23

4-7 4 16 12 20 \ 15 22

8-14 2 8 7 12 9 13

15-30 4 15 0 0 7 10

31-180 0 0 0 0 10 14

'.180 0 0 0 0 3 5

Sig.

.000

Sig.

.087
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Table B 21 Tabulation of Runaway Episode (Pareht-Reported)
fo c Which Month Ran

Var. No. Variable

159 Month Ran N

a January 3

February 2

March 4

April .1

May 1

June 3

July 2

August 1

September 4

October 1

November 4

December 0

Cont.

10-13 14-15 16+ Coelf. Sig.

% N % N % .35 .532

12 1::1

8 3

14 5

4 5

4 4
\

12 7

8 4

4 2

15 11

4 7

15 '.. 2

3

I

27.8

12 4 6

5 4 6

8 7 11

8 7 10

7 5 8

, 12 8 12

7 5 8

3 7 11

18 2 3

12 10 14

3 5 8

5 2 3
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Table B 22

272

Tabulation of Runaway Episode (Parent-Reported)
for Parents' First Reaction

Cont.

Var. No. Variable 10 -13 ,14 -15 16+ Coeff.

160 First Reaction 5 % N % N %

0

Waited 5 19 22. 39 28 44

Called police 10 39 17 31 23 37

Called friends/relatives 5 19 34' 5 3 5

Called child's friends 2 8 v4'3 5 3 5

Went out and looked 4 15 8 14 4 6

Other 0 0 3 6 2 3

Table B 23 Tabulation of Runaway Episode (Parent-Reported)
for Parents' First Reaction

I

.29

Sig.

'.207

Cont.

Var. No. Variable 10-13 14-15 16+ Coeff,

161 -Reported Youth Missing N % N % N % . .05

No

Yes

10 38 21 36 21 33

16 62 37 64 43 67

Table B 24 Tabulation of Runaway Episode (Parent-Reported)
for Parents' First Reaction

Var. No. Variable

Sig.

.858

4

Cont.

10-13 14-15 16+ Coeff.

162 Signed Warrant for
Youth's Arrest N % N % N .04

v

No
Yes

14 61 29 56 33 56

9 39 23 44 26 44

279

Sig.

.907
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Table B 25 Tabulation of Runaway EpisoL (Parent-Reported)
for Parents' First Reaction

Var. No. Variable
Cont.

10-13 . 14-15 16+ Coeff.

163 Interpreted Incident as
Runaway .16

No 12 48 15 26 22' 34 Sig.

Yes 13 52 43 74 43 66

.143

Table B 26 Tabulation of Runaway Episode (Parent-Reported)
for Parents' First Rea.-stlbn

10-13 14-15 16+ Cont.

Var. No. Variable Class I Class II Class III Coeff.

0

164 Thought Runaway was
Against Law .10

No 5 25 19 38 18 31 Sig.

Yes 15 75 31 62 40 69

.536
O

280

G.

Q ii
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Table B 27 Tabulation of Runaway Episode (Parent-Reported)
for Locating; Runaway

Var.

No. Variable 10-13 ,14 -15 16+
Cont.

Coeff.

165 How Located N % N % N % .15

Returned on own 7 30 22 42 31 51 Rig.

Other 16 70 31 58 30 49
.223

Var. Cont.

No. Variable 10-13 14-15 16+ Coeff.

166 How Located N % N % N % .35

,

Parent 10 50 15 42 10 22 Sig.

Friend/relative 5 25 7 19 11 25

Police 3 15 13 36 14 31 .190

Runaway house 0 0 0 0 1 2

Social service agency 0 0 0 0 3 7

Other 2 10 1 3 , 6 13

Var. Cont.Cont.

No. Variable 10-13 14-15 16+ Coeff.

170 How Far had Gone N % N % N % .59

1 mile 3 14 1 2 3 6 Sig.

1-10 miles 15 68 30 63 22 41

11-100 miles 4 18 11 23 14 26 .436

100-1000 miles-z, 0 0 3 6 9 17

0 0 3 6 : 6 11

Var. Cont.

No: Variable 10-13 14-15 16+ ,Coeff.

171 How Returned

Voluntarily - on own
Through official agency
Other

N % N % N

5

1

11

29
6

65

19

7

18

43

16

41

27

8

15

281

% .24

54 Sig.

30 .153



Var.

No.

172

Var.

No.

g 1
73

13

275

6

Table ' 28 Tabulation of Runaway Episode (Parent-Reported)
for Knowledge of Intended Destination

Variable 10-13 14-15 16+
Cont.

Coeff.

Know of Intended
Destination N % N % N % .09

No 16 64 43 736 50 76 Sig.

Yes 9 36 16 27 16 24

.532

1

Cont.

Variable 10-13 14-15 16+ Coeff.

How-Far was Intended
Destination? H .72

.31 mile 0 0 1 8 1 10 Sig.

1-10 miles 4 100 7 54 1 10

11-100 miles, 0 0 2 15 2 20 .484

100-1000 miles 0 0 0 0 4 40

N.000 miles 0 0 3 23 2 20

282
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Table B 29 Tabulation of Runaway Episode (Parent - reported) fot Runaways
Contact with Juvenile Authorities While Away

Var
No. Variable Naae

174 Contact with police

No

Yes

175 Picked up by police

No

Yes

176 Arrested

No

Yes a

177 ,Reason for arrest

Taway

Otter

178 Have to go to court

No

Yes

179 Was a petition filed?

No

Yes

10-13
N % N %

16+
N %

Cont.
Coeff. Sig.

20 83 43 73 42 66

4 17 16 27 22 34 .14 .249

18 78 31 62 31 55

5 22 . 19 38 25 45 .17 y .163

20 91 35 78 37 70

2 9 10 22 16 30 ' .18 .141

A

2 100 8 80 16 84

0 0 2 20 3 16 .13 .780

12 75 29 78 41 84

4 25 8 22 16 .08 .696

12 92 23 85 31 89

1 8 4 15 4 11 .08 .802

28



Table B 30
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Youth Demo graphic Variables (Youth-Reported)

ti

Var. Cont.

No. Variable 10-13 14-15 16+ Coeff'.

232 SeN N- % N %' N % .05

Male 67 47 56 40 80 44 Sig.

Female 75 53 83 60 102 56

.507

Table, B 31 Tabulation of Runaway Episode (Youth-Reported)
Number of Episodes

Var. Cont.

No. Variable 10-13 14-15 16+ Coeff.

280 Number of Times Gone in
Last Year N % N % N % .41

1 13 47 17 25 34 44 Sig.

2-3 6 22 29 44 33 44

9 31 20 31 10 12 .237
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Var. No.

Table B 32 Tabulation of Runaway Episode (Youth-reported),
Sleeping Accomodations

Variable 10-13 14-15 16+

287-293 Where Slept t.
9

With friends 7 31 40 65 48 58

relatives 4 18 3 5 6 7

strangers 1 6 1 A2 3 4

Runaway house 2 9 2 3 4 5

Outdoors 2 9 4 6 6 7

Public facility b 2 9 2 3 6 7

Other 4 18 10' 16 10 12

Table B 33 Tabulation of Runaway Episode (Youth-Reported).
Other Youth Involved in Incident

Var. ao. Variable 10-13 14-15 16+

294 Left with others or
alone?

Alone 13 45 29 43 46 55

Jot alone 16 55 38 57 37 45

Var. No. Variable

295 With how many relatives? %

1 0 0 1 33 1" 50

2-3 0' 0 1 33 1 50

"3 0 0 1 34 0

Var. No. Variable

296 Sex of relative's No
Male 0 0 1 33 1 50

Female 0 0 0 0 1 50

Both n 0 2 67 0 0

285
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Table ID 34 Tabulation of Runaway Episode (Youth-Reported)
Which ',0r-Ith Youth Left

Var. Cont.

No. Variable 1-0-13 14-15 16+ Coerf. ?ig.

285 Mont', Pan t N .37 .204

January 4 16 13 20 8 10

February 3 12 2 3 2 3

March 0 0 2 3 5 C

iTril 1 4 0 0
i

3 4

May 0 0 2 3 3 4

0 0 5 8 11 13

2 8 7 11 .. 6 9

Vdr.

No.

JuLe

July

August

September

October

Nove

December

0 0 4 6 7 3

2 8 7 11 -5 6

4 16 8 12 14 17 , T

7 28 6 9 / 10 12

2 8 9 14 6 8

Table B 35 Tabulation of rsunaway Episode (Youth-Reported)
Length of Time Gone

Variable

Gone
Overnight?*

No

Yes

10713

12 CO

8 40

13

38 74

lc+

48 34

.32



r
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Var.

Table B 36 Tabulation of Runaway Episode (Youth-Reported)
Other Youth Involved

Cont.

No. Name 10-13 14-15 16+ Coeff.

297 , With how many brothers
qr sisters?

.36 .833

. 1 3 75 "3 60 1 100

2-3 1 25 1 20 ,0 0

0 0 1 20 0 0

298 Sc e of brothers/sisters N % N % N Z .46 .569

Male ,
3 60 3 60 0 0

Female 1 20 1 20 1 100

Both 1 20 1 20 0 0

299 With how many friends? N % N % N Z .55 .041

1 i
-)

4 50 14 67 15 58

2- 1 13 6 29 7 27

2).3 3 37' 1 4 3 15

300 Sex of friends N % N % N %

yrale 2 29 11 41 12 43.

Female 3 43 13 48 10 36

Both. 1 14 3 11 6 21

,301 With how many others?
1 0 0 1 100 1 100

2-3

'*3

302 Sex of others N . % % N %

Male 0 0 1 50 0 0

Fe le 0 0 1 50 1 -160

Both 0 0

303 How many others total? N % N % N % .30 .362

0 11 48 31 55 43 60

1 4 17 -, 15 26 16 22

2-3 4 18 9 16 7 10

'7)3 4 17 2 3 5 8

287



Var.

No.

281

Table B 37 Tabulation of Runaway Episode (Youth-Reported)
Parents' Reaction to Episode

Variable

Cont.

10-13 14-15 16+ Coeff. Sim
,

.

304 Reported youth missing? N 0,
/. N % N % , .05 .786

/...-

No 11' 41 25 38 34 44

'Yes 16 59 41 62 44 56

Var.

No. Name

Cont.

10-13 14-15 16+ Coeff. Si.'g

305 To whom reported? % .16 .282

Var.

No.

Friend 3 18 2 5 3 7

Police 14 82 37` 95 , 38 93

Other 0 0 0 0 0 0

A

Table B 38 Tabulation of Runaway Episode (Youth-R4orted)
Youth's Intent to Run Awpy

Cont.

Variakle 10-13 14-15 16+ Coeff. Sig.

306 Were you running away? N % N % N % .12 .304

No 7 26 18 27 30 38

Yes 20 74 49 73 50 62

Var. Cont.

'No. Name 10-13 14-15 16+ Coeff. Sig/.

312 Episode planned or suddtn? N % N % '1\1 % .07 n 0 655

Planned 9 36 18 28. -26 34

Sden 16 ,,64 47 72 51 66
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D

Table 13 37 Tabulation of Run,wayEpisode (Youth-Reported)
Factor L in; to Runaway

Con.
Variable _1043 14-15 L6+ Coeff.

Something at homy molds you leave?. N , % N %

No 10 42 33 50 4 52 Sig.

Yes 14 58 '33 50 39 48

If .yes, long term or immediate
problem?

. Long term 6 43 20,, 47 26 67

I177,z,diate 7 50 .>10 2Y 9 23

Missing data 1 7 10 4 10

Var.
No. Variable

317 Arcgument with parent?N

No
Yes

If yes, long term oz, immediate
,problem?

Long term
Immediate
Missing data

Var.

No. Variable

318 Something at school?
, -

No .

Yes
. .

If yes, long, term or immediate
problem?

Long term
IFFyPdiate

Missing data

2

10-13 14'45 16+

r

Conk.
Coeff.

N , %*
ci__

% . N 2 .29

10 40 39 60 34 44 Sig:
15 60 26 40 43 56

.229'

8 53 16 62 26 60

6 40 6 23 8 19

1 7 4 15.: 9 21

Cont.`'

10-13 14-15 16+ Coeff.

N % N % N % .19...

f ,

-24 0 52 79 71 89: Sig,

2 .:8 14 21 9 11
. .381

2 100 10 72 4 45

0 0 ,i 14. 3 33

0 0 2 14 2 22
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B 39 :Continued

2

Var. o

Na. Variable 10-13

° 319 SoPething'wieh police?

Ye6

If yes, longterm or immediate
problem?

, 701
Long term
IFTPediate

Missing data

,25 96
1 . 4

/

O 0

1 , 100
O '0

Var.
No. Variable 10-13

320 Something with friends? N %

No
Yes

If yes, long term or immediate
problem?

/

Lo g term
I diate
Missing,data

23 , 89

3. 11

2 67

1 33

O 0

14-15 16+
Cont.
Coeff.

N' % N- % -.14

Sig.57 88
8 12

o

73 91
7 9

.723

.1 13 : 2 29
6 74 9 4

1 13 2 29

Cont.
14-15 16+ Coeff.

N % % .19

56 85 70 87 -Sig.
10 15 11 13

4 40 27

.562,

3 30 464
3 30

cl

'14-15

d.:,,

16+
Cont.
Coeff.

1).

N % N % .27

65 45 56 Sig.
22 35 36 o "44

.228'

13 59 26 7

7 32 6 17

2 9 ' 4. 11

Var. \ 1
No. Variable

',.

, '16-13

0

--,...,

621 Personal things bothering you? , N Z'
,,,

No
Yea

If yes, long term or immediate
problem?

14

12 46

Long term 8 67

Immediate 1 6
Missing data. 25

) , I 1

t.:.

29(11
4
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Table

-s

Var
No.

B 40 / Tabulation of Runaway Episode (Youth-reported)
Mode of Return

Variable Name.i,d 10-13 14-15 16; C.C.

322

N % N % N %

Located by others or home on.own? v .20

. Self 9 36 29 :45 48 62 Q

.

55 29 8041er . 16 64 36
4

323 How located? .38

Parents 5 26 10 29 3 9

0

Friends/relatives 2 11 4 11 7 22

Police 8 41 21 ,60 20 63

Runaway house 0 ' 0 0 0 0 0

T

f

Social service agency 1 6 0 0 1 3

( Other 3 16 0y+0 1 3

of

Table B 41 Tabulation of Runaway Episode (Youth-reported)
DistSnceRan

Var
No. Variable Name 10-13 14-15 16+ C.C.

d

328 How far had you gone? .58

< 1 mile 3 13 5 9 9 13
0

1-10 miles 61 27 47 21 31

11-100;mil_es 5 22 15 26 )1 31

101-1000 'ladles 0 0 9 15 9 14

1 4 2 3 8 11

O a

291

'Sig.

.027

075

Sig.

.859

/
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Table 'B 42 Tabulation of Runacthy Episode (Youth-reported)
1

Mode of Travel
' All

Var , f0-13 14-15 16+ Runners C.C. Sig.

No. Variable Name N h N % %

329 How did you get there? .27 .166 fit

0

Plane 0 0 0 0 1 1 1,

Bus 4 15 7 11 4 5 15
r;

Train 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Hitchh:?ng 4 15 15 23 20 24 39

Had a ride' 2 8 15 23 26 32 43

0

Walked 14 54 22 33 22 27 58
C.._

Other 2 8 7 11 9 lla 18

3

292

a
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Table B.43 Tabulation of Runaway Episode (Youth- reported)
k /

Reasons for teturn,

Vag 4

No,,, Variable Name ,10-13 14-15 16+
N % N % N,

330 Came home because afraid parents, worried

Agree 10 42 22 33 24

331 Came home because afraid of getting' into trouble

332

333

334

335

336

337

Agree ,8 33 17 2§

Too hard trying ta make it on own :

Agree , 10 46 18 18.

Afraid

Agree 38 1 18

No place to go

Agree A 18 20 31

Ran out of money

Agree 5 23 19 30

Wasn't angry any 'more

Agree 14 54 19 30

Fear of what others would think

Agree 3 13 7 11

338 Came home because finished wWat wanted to do

Agree 5. 21

339 Came home because missed friends
4

9-

2,12.,

14

10

21

24

8

14 22 20

Agree 8 36 10 15

340 Came home because missed parents

Agree . 14 61 21 33 26

14.

%

I
C.C.

.16

Sig.

.797

32

.13 .931

22'

.24 .285

35

.75 .177

18

.23 .378

14

.16 '.8.62

28

.26 .181

33

.17 ' .756

11

.301

fQ

26

.23 .343

12

.35 nO4

33

ti



Table g Cont'd.

Va r

287

No. riable'Name '40-13 14-15

N % N %

'341 home because pnlice 'caught me

342

(

Agree. 8 36 24 38

't.

ame home because agency persuaded me to

Agree 0 0 9 14

343 Cam home because missed school

Agree

1 7S

2 9 .1 2

16+ 0 C.C. "Sl.g.

N %

.13 ,945

23 31

.30 .048

17 23

.16 .666

3 4

0



Table R 44

288

Tabulation of Runaway Episode (Parint-Reported)

for Number of Episodes

")

V . No. Variable Males Females
0

152 Number ofEpipades \

Table B 45

Var. 4o.

158

O

Alli Cont.
,Runners Coeff.

N % .24

1 28 44 44 49

2-3. 26 40 30 33

10 16 16 18

P"

a
Tabulation of Runaway Episode (Parene-Reported)

72 47

56 \ 36

26 17

Sig.

.658

for Length of Time Gone

All Cont.

Variable Msles , Females Runners Coeff. Sifl.

Overnight % N .15 .110

No 15 24 11 13 26 17

Yes AA 76 77 87 125 c, 83

All Cont.

Variable Males Fema1es Runners Coeff. Sig.
P.
A

ti

Time 'Away in Days .4 % N % N % :39 .53Y

0 7 , ..,1.1 4 4

Q1 11 17 14 15

1 -3 20 31 26 29 '

4-7 12 18 / 19 21

8-14/ 6 9^ / 12 14

15-30 6 9 , 5 6

31-180 3 5 9 8

9160 ,0 ' 0 3 3

1

1-1 7 V

25 17

46 30

19

1) 18 11
4

11 7

10 7

1 2



Table

.

B 46 Tabulation of Runaway EPisOde (Parent-Reported)

,for Which Month Ran

\. Variable
Number Variple Male

159 Which Month ' N 7,

January 2 3

February 1 2

March 8 13

April 7 11

May 4 6

June 9 14

July 8 13

Aueust 7 ri

September 6 10

October 4 6

-4>

November 4 6

December 5

a

re)

2

Cont.

Female \All Runners go_mff.

N % N i

12 14 14 9

8 9 6

8 9 16 11

6 7 13 8

6 7 10 7

9 10_40118 12

3 3 11 7

3 3 10 7 \,,

0

11 12 17 11

14 16 18 12

7 8 11 -7

2 2 5 3

9-

.35 .031
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B 47 Tabulation of Runaway Episode (Parent-7eported)
ror Parente' First Reaction

Var. No. Variable nales Females
All

Runners

160 First Reaction LI
I I

/...

./ N % N % Cont.---.

, Waited
Called p6lice ,

Called friends/relatives
I Called child's fri4ends
Went out and-looked

r % Other

18

23

(

2

9

3

29

37

10

14

5

5

37

27

5

6

7
1 -) .-_

4,4

32 .

7
7

8

2

55

50

11
8

16

5

38

34

8
. ,

6

11 'j

3

Coeff.

.20

Sig.

.314

-Table B 48 Tabulation of Runaway Episode (Parent-Reported)
for Parents' FirseFeaction

Cont.
Males

All
VET. No. Variable Females Coeff.Runners

161 Reported Youth Mi'ssing
.06

No
Yes

Table B 49

Var. No.

162

23 38 29 33 5Z 35
37 62 59 67 96 65

Tabulation of Runaway Episode (Parent- Reported)
for Parents' First Reaction

Variable

Signed Warrant for Youth's
Arrest .

,No

Yes

-ales

PI %

Females

36 66 40 ' 51
19 34 0 39 49

Table B 50 Tabulation of Runaway Episode (Parent-Reported)
for Parents' First Reaction

Sig.

' .619

All , Cont.
Runners Coeff.

N

_15

Sig.

.76 57 .127

58 43

All Cont.
Var. No. Variable Males Females Runners Coeff.

I
163 Interpreted Incident as

(/

Runaway N % N % N ' %

Sig.
No 20 33 29 33 49 33.
Yes 41 67 53 ' 67 99 67 .914



Table's 51
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Tabulation of Runaway Episode (Parent-Peported)
for Parents' First Reaction

Var. L;o. Variable Males

=

All Cont.
Females Runners Coeff.

164 Thought Running was
Against Law

No
Yes

N

12

38

.15

Sig.
24

76

30
48

39-
61

42v,

86
33

67

.132

233

I
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Table B 52 Tabulation of Runaway tpiso,de (Parent-Rei3ortad) ,

for Locating RUnamay

. %
Var. / , . All Cont.
No. Variable Males Females Runrws Coeff.

&
165 How located? . N 7. .N % N % .04

Returned on:own 22 . 42 -38 46 60 44 Sig.
Other 31 58 46 54 77 56

. , .801

-Var. All Cont.
No. Variable Males. Females Runners Coeff.

166 How located? N % N %- N % .30

Parent 14 33 21 . 36 35 -34 Sig.

Friend/relative 13 31 10 17 23 23 .

Po11ce , 13 31 17 28 30 30 .073
Runaway house ,// 0 0 .1 2 1 1

Social service agency ' 2 '5 1 2 3 3

Other 0 0 9 15 91' 9

Var.

No. Variable

170 How far had gone?

1 mile
1 -10 miles

11-100 miles
101-1000 miles
1000,miles

All Cont.-
Males Females Runners' Coeff.

,N % N ,% - .47

2 4 5 7 7 6 Sig.

26, 52 41 55 67 54
.

14 28 15 20 29 23 .344
3 6 9 12 12 10

5 10 4 6 9 7

i.

Var. All Cont.
,

1o. Variable Males Females Runners Coeff.

171 How returned? N % N % N % .10
. .

Voluntarily - on awn , 21 52 30. 42 51 46 Sig.

Through official agency 5 13 11 16 16 14

Other 14 35 30 42 44 40 .582

299
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labte D 53 Tabulation -of Runaway Episode (Parent-report d) for Knowledge
of Intended Destination

VQ,r Males Feueles
.No. Variable Name N

172 . Know of Intended destination-

No

Yes Y,

173 Hog far was inteded destination

0

<71 mile

1-10 miles

11 -100 miles

101-1000 miles

- >1000 miles

All
Runners
N %

Cont,
Coeff.

.00
45 /3 , 64 73 109 73

17 27 24 27 41 27
,

Sig.

.868

0 0 2 11 2 7 Copt.

Coeff.
3 38 9 48 12 45

.63
1 42 3 15 4 15

0 0 4 21 4 15 'Sig.

4 50 1 5 5 18 .273

3J3
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,Table B 54
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.,

Tabulation of Runawiay Rpisode (Parent-reported for.Runaways
Co .tact wall Juvenile Authorities While Away

No. Variable' Name;-.

174 Contact with police

0

175 Plotted upby police

Yes

176 Arrested

No

Yes

177 Reason for arrest

-Runaway

Other

178 Have _to go to court?

No

Yes

179 Was a petition filed?

No

Yes

Male
N

All
Female Runners

% %

Cont,

Coeff. -

.01

44 72 61- 71 105 71

Sig: 4

17'0 28 25 "29 42 29

.09

o
Cont.,

:Coeff.
30 ".60 , 50 63 8Q 62

.03
20 40 29 37 49 38

t Sig.

.850

Cont.

Coeff.
37 80 55 74 92 77 .07

9 20 19 26 i8 23 Sig.

.584

Cont.

\Coeff.
7 87 19 8.3,A26 84 .06

1 13 4 170 5 16 Sig.

.815

Coeff.
35 87 . 47 76 82 80 .14

5 13. 15 24 20 20 Sig.

.231

Cont.

Coeff.
26 90 .40 87 66 88 .04

3 10 6 13 9 12 Sig.

.988

0
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Table B 55 Tabulation of !univiav Episode.,'(Youth-
Number of loisode§/

Var.

No. Variable Males
c,

%

Females

0

All
Runners C.C. Sig.

280. Number of Times
Gone in Last Year

1

2-3

>3

.)

N .,N % N % .25 .748

25

18

44 P

34

.22

30

43

21

33

45

;22

64

68

39

37

32
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Table B 56 T=,'ufation of Ainaway Foi!mde Fc.uth-"enorted)

Var.

No. Variable

285 ' Month Ran

January.

February

March

April

Ma

June

July it

August

September

October

t
November

December

ich $,:ont Youth :Jell:

Males Pemalen
All * Cont.

Runners Coeff.

PJ % .29

9, 12 16 '17 25 15 j

1 1 6 6 7 . 4

1 , \1 6 c 7

2 3 2 2 4 2

2 3 3, 5 3

8 10 48
15 9

10 14 5 5 15 9

6 8 5 . 5 , 11 7

5 7 9 9 14 8

14 19 12 13 26 15

6 8 11 7 18 23 14

10 14 7 8 17 10

Table B 57 Tabulation of Runaway Episode (Youth-Yeported)
Length of Tithe Gone

Var.

No. Variable Males

286 Gone
Overnight?

No 20 33

Yes 41 67

O

Females
All.

Runners Coeff. Sig.

ra
0,
-0 .13 .187

14 21

53 79
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Table 4 58 Tabulation of Runaway Episode (Youth Reported)
. Sleeping Accomodations

Var All
Nd. Variable NAme Male Female Runners

N % N 4 N 7.

1

287- Where slept
293

With-friends 35 47 60 65 95' 57
With relatives 5 7 8 .9 13 8

With strangers 3 4 2 2 5 3

Runaway house 3 4 5 5 8 5

Outdoors 10 14 2 2 12. 7/

Public facility 6 8 4 4 10 6

Other 12 16 12 13 24 14 ..

17

t;)



Table

Var

2?7

298

299

300

301

302.

'303

, 298

B 59 Tabulation Other You Involved

Variable Nam Female
All

Runners i!.C.' Sig.

N % N % N

Witil.how many brothers or sisters? 4 .49 .208

/
1 3 60 4 80 7 70

2-3 . 2 40 0 0 2 2cf

0 0 1 20 1 10

Sex of brothers /sisters- .58 .060

,Male 4 67 2 40 6 55

Female 0 0 3 60 , 3 27

Both 2 33 0 0 2 18

With how many friends? '.38 .240

1 10 44 23 71/ 33 60

2-3 8 35 6 18 14 25'

.21 3 9 8 15

Sex of friends

Male 18', 69 7 19 40

Female 3 12 23 64 26 42

Both 5 19 5 14 10 16

Missing observations 447 1' 2

With how many others?

1 1 100 1 100 2 100

2 -3

Missing observations 499 14

Sex of others

Male 1 )0 -0 O. 1 33

Female, 50 , 1 100 2 67

Both
Missing observations -498

How many others total? .25 .176

P

0 36 55\ 49 57 85 56

1 11 ;7 24 28 35 23

2-3 11 NV 9 10 '20 13

> 3 7' 11 ,4 5 11 8

3 J 5
f



Q
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Table

Var
No. Variable Name

304 Reported youth misei

299

B 60 Tabulation of RunaWay Episode (Youth-reported)
Parents "Reaction to Episode

No
Yes

V

g

10

It 1e Female.

N %

All
Runners C.C. Sig_.

N %

37 47 33 36 70 41
41 53 60 64 ,101- .59

.12 .154' 411,4*.

305' To whom reported? .07 .733

Friends, '4 11 4 7 8 8'

Police 33 84 56 93 89 92
Other' 0 0 0 0 0 0

o

eg

A

o
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Table 3 61 Tabulation of Runaway Episode (Youth-reported)
_Youth's Intent to Run Away

Allll
No. Variable Name Male Female Runners

N % N % N

306 Were you running away?

No 28 36 27 28 55 32
Yes 49 64 70 '72 dig' 68

312 Episode planned or sudden?

Planned 25 34 28 30 53 32 °

Sudden 49 66 65 70 114 68

&37

C.C. Sig.

.09 .299

.04 .734
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Table B 62 . Tabulation of Runaway 'Episode. (Youth-Reported)
Factor Leadiag to Running

Var.,

No. Variable. Males Females
All
unners

Cont.

Coeff.

316 Soma.shing at home made
'you leave? N % N g % .23'
No'- 44 59 42 43 $6 50
Yea

0

30 w 56 . 56 57, ' 86 50 Sig.

If yes, long term or
immediate problem?

.088

Long term 18 60 34 61 52 60
Int,Irdiate ,' 9 . 30 17 30 26 I 30
Missing data )4 3 10 5 9 8 10

(
0

Var. All Cont.
0o. Variable - pales Females apAners Coeff.

317, Argument with.parent? 0 % N % N % .23
No 42 57 41 43 83 50
Yes -31 43 53 57 84 50 Sig.

p
If yes, long term or

immediate ,problem? N %

Attik

N 70er'
.179

4

Long tdrm 15 48 35' 66 50 ' 60
Immediate
Missing data

9 29

7.. 23
11 21

7 13

20 3 1A

14 -q-E;
t> .

t ' 0

Var. All Conti%

No. il Variable Males Females Runners - Coeff.

318 Something at school? \ N % 'N % N ( % .19

No 66 87 v 81 84 147 86
Yes , 10 13 15 16 25 14 Sig.

V
41

If yes, long term or , 0 .381
immediate problem? N % N % N %

long term 8 80 8 53 16( 64
Immediate 1 10 4 27 , ,.. 5' 20
Missing data 1 10 3 20 4 16"

3 "3 8
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0

Table B 62 Continued

I

Var. , All Cont.

No. Variable Males Females RunnerS Coeff.

319 Something 4ith police? , N % N' % N % .22

No 66 87 89 94 155 91

Yes 10 13 6 6 16 9 Sig.

Var.
Mo.

If yes, Long term or
imisdiate problem?

Long term
Lowediate
Missing data

.040

0 0 3 50 3 19
,6

8 180 2 '33 lb 62

'2 20 1 17 : 3 19

All Cont.

Variable Males Females Runners Coeff.

320 Something with friendA? N. % N' % 'N Z .11

No 63 83 86 89 149 86
% Yes ,,: 13 17 11 11 .24 14 Sig.

...

If yes, long term or
in'mrdiate problem?

Long term
Idiate
Missing data

Var. I

No. Variable

321 Personal things bothering
. yom? .

Yes

yes, long term or
tqmediate'problem?

--\

Long term
Immediate
Misebng doe,

LT'

.734

N % N Z N %

4 31 5 46 9 37

7 54 4 36 11 46

2 ,15 2 18 4 17

N % N % \,)- N '

16 57 31 74 47 67

7 25 7 17 14 20

5 ,18 4 9 9 13

t-

All' Cont.

Males' , Females Runners Coeff.

i
N -% N % N % .21

48 63 52 55 100 59

28 37 42 45 70 41 Sig.

.151

3i9

e'
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Table B 63 Tabulatibn of Runaway Episode (Youth - Reported)
Mode of Return

Var. All
No. Variable Males Females Runners

322 Located by others or home
,on ownl N % N % N-7-

Self 41 55 45 49 86 52
Other /

34 45 47- 51 81 48

Var. All
No. Variable Malys Females Runners

323 How locted? N % N %
),

N
-c - 4 . ta

Paients 9 26 9 18" 18 21
Friends/relatives 6 17 7 14

.

13 15
8- Police 19 54 30 58 49 57

..Runaway house 0 0, 0 0 0 0
Parents' social service agency 0. 0 2 4 2

Other 1 3 3 6 4 5

Var.

No.

Table B 64 Tabulation of Runaway Episode (Youth - Reported)
Distance Ran.

Variable

'528 How far had you gone?

1 mile 9 14
1-10 miles 28 43
11-100 miles 13 20
101-1000 miles 10 15
1000 miles 5 8

Males Females

3

All
Runners

N

8 10 17 12

34 40 42 34,

28 33 2 34`

8 10 18 12

6 7 11 8

R



TabLe B 65

Var. No.

152 Number of Episodes N % N Z .26 .501

1 13 43 59 48

2-3 9 30 46 37

3''
0

8 27 18 15

304

Tabulation of Runaway Episode .0? rent-RepO-iied
for Number of Episodes

Cont.

Variable Non-Anglo Anglo Coeff. Sig.

Table B 66' Tabulation of Runaway Episode Marent- eiorted
forqngth of Time Gone

Var. No.

158

\ Var. No.

O

Con.
Variable Von-Anglo Anglo Coeff. Sig.

Overnight N % , .13 .171

No 2 7 23 19
Yes 2$ 96 97 81

C.

Cont.
Variable Non-Anglo Anglo Coeff. Sig.

0

180 Time Away in Days .39 .506

0 'D 2 7 9 7

.fl. 3 10 21 17
1 =.3 7 22 39 32
4-7 8 25 23 19
8-14 4 13 14 11
15-30 5 16 6 5

31-180 2 7 8 7

M80 0 0 3 2

f.

3-1 A
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Table B 67 Tabulation of RunAway Episode(Parent-Reported)
for Which Month Ran

Cont.
Anglo Coeff. Sig.Var. No. Viriahle

6

Non4Anglo

159 Month Ran

January 4 14

February 0 0

March '2 7

April 4 14

May
,

1 3

june. 4 13

July 4 13

c
. Atigust 1 3

September 4 13

October 2 .7

November 3 10

December 1 3

312

6

.24 .614%

10 9

9 7

14 ' 12 ..-

7 .

9 7

14 12

7 6

9, 7 a D.

12 10

16 13

8 7

4 3

9

1

9



-Table Et 68

306

Tabulation of Runaway Episode (Parent-Reported)
for Parents' First Reaction

Var. No, Variable Non7Ang4 Anglo
Cont.
Coeff.

160 First Reaction Z.

.:,

.23

Waited 8 28 47 41
Called police 10 36 40 35
Called friends/relatives 5 18 5 4
Called child's friends 2 7 6 5'
Went out aid loOked 3 11 13 . 11 ______y"

Other
) 0 0 5 '4

.0*

Table

Var. No.

13 69 Tabulation of Runaway Episode (Parent-Reported)
h° for Parents' First Reaction

Variable Non-Anglo ,Anglo
Cont.

Coeff.

161 Reported Youth Missing N % N % .11.

'Od
No 7 24 44 37
Yes 22 76 74. 63

Var. No.

13 70 Tabulation of Runaway Episode (Parent-Reported)
for Parents' First Reaction

Sig.

.147

Sig.

.265 1

Cont.
Variable Non-Anglo Anglo Coeff. Sig.

162 Signed Warrant for Youth's..
Arrest N % .16 .107

No 10 40 65 60
Yes 15 60 43 40

3 3



O

Cable B 71

r 307

Tabulation of Runaway Episode (Parent-Reported)
for Parents' First Reaction

I Cont:
Var. No. Variable Non-Anglo Anglo Coeff. Sig.

163 Interpreted Incident as
Runaway

No
Yes

% N % A

7

2

23

77

41

76

.55

65

Table B 72 Tabulation of Runaway Episode (Parent-Reported)
for Parents' First Reaction

.010 .316

ri

Cont.
Var. No Variable Non- Anglo, Anglo Coeff. .Sig.

164 Thought Running was
Against Law ' N . % .12 .263

No 6 22 36 36

Yes 21 78 64 64

0 a

31I

ti
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1
Table G 73 Tabulation of Runaway Episode Parent-Reported)

for Locating Runaway

Var.

No. b Variable

165 How Located

Returned on own
Other

Var.

No.'

166 How Located

Vinriabfe

Parent
Friend/relative
Police
Runaway house
Social service agency
Other

Var.
No. Variable

170 low Far had Gone

4.1 mile

1-10 miles
11-100 tiles
100-1000 Mlles
1000 miles

.61

Cont.
Non-Anglo Anglo Coeff. Sig.

N' % .11 .257

9 . 32 50 46
19, 58 54

Cont.'
Non-Anglo Anglo Coeff. Sig.

.09 .979

8 35 26 34

6 26 17 22
'6 26 24 31

0 0 1 _1

1 4 2 3

2 9 7 9

Cont.
Non-Anglo Anglo Coeff. Sig.

,

N % N % .43 .646

.0

1

18
6

1

1

4

66

22

4

4

6

48

23
12

8

6,
51

24
11

8

Var. Cont.
No. Vaqable Non-Anglo Anglo Coeff. Sig.

171 How Returned N % N % '.16 .238

Voluntarily - on own
= Through official agency
Other

3

9 35 42 50
3 11 13 15

14 54 30 35
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Table 12, 74 Tabulation of Runaway Episode (Parent-reported)
of Intended Destination

for Knowledge''

Var Non - Anglo .4 Anglo Cont.
No. Variable Name N % N l Coeff.

172 Know of intended destination

No 20 67 66 74

Yes 10 33 31 26 .07 .569

173 How far was intended destination

<1 mile 1 15' 1 5.

1-10 miles 3 43 9 45

11-100 miles 1 14 3 15

101-1000 miles I 14 3 15

;1000 miles 1 14 4 20 .61 .372-

316
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Table B 75 Tabulation of Runaway Episode {.Parent-repoted) for Runaways,:,

i'''
Contact with Juvenile Authorities While kway .

_

Var Non-Anglo _Anglo Cont.

No. Variable Name N % N % Coeff.

174 Contact with police

No 20 69 84 72

Yes 9., 31 33 28 .02

175 Picked up by police

No 17 61 62 62

Yes
a

11 39 38 38 .01

176 Arrested

No 18 64 73 80

Yes 10 36 18 20 .16

177 Reason for:Arrest
. If., .,

Runaway 9 90 17 81

Other 1 10 4 19 .11

178 Have to go to court?

No 16 64 66

) Yes 9 . 36 11 14 .23.

179 Was a petition filed?

No 13 81 52 .90

Yes 3 19 6 10 .11

3l7

Sig.

.943

.923

)138

.906

0.037

.632



Table B 76 Youth Demographic VEriables (Youth - Reported)

Var. , Cont.

No. Variable Von:An'gld Anglo Coeff. Sig.

231 Age N Z N % .21 .008

10-13 32 35 /112 30

14-15 31 34 113 .31

16+ 29 \ 31 144 39

Var. Cont.

No. Variable Non-Anglo Anglo Coeff. Sig.

. .

N Z N % .01 .298232° Sex

Nile 40 44 163 44

Female 52 56 206 56

Var.

No.

Table B 77 Tabulation of Runaway Episode Youth-RepOrted)
Number of Episodes

Variable

280 Number of Times Gone in
Last Year i)

1

2-3
>3

I

Cont.

Non-Anglo Anglo Coeff. Sig.

.21 .941

12 33 ,

16 44

8 23

318

52 39

51 38

31 23
ti



Var.

3o.

285

,

312

Table 76 Tabulation of Runaway Episode (Youth - Reported)
Which Month Youth Left

Variable Non-Anglo Anglo

Month Ran N a
.0 N %

January 7 19 18 14

February 2 6 5

March 0 0 7 5

9

April 1 3 3 2

May 0 0 5 4

June 4 11 ]: 9

July 3 8 12 9

August
.

2 9 6 9 7

September 4, .11 9 7

October 3 8 23 16

November 5 14 18 14

December 5 14 12 9

Cont.

Coeff. Sig.

.20 .781

0

B 79 Tabulation of Runaway Episode (Youth - Reported)
Length of Time Cone

Var.
No. Variable Non-Anglo

23f ;one
s)vernight?

a

Anglo

N

Cont.

Coef4-. Sig.

.16 .103

.4 0 3 12 30 30

Yes 23 88 71 70

k.

3 19
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313

, \,-

B 80. Tabulation of,Runaway Episode (Youth- Reported)
Sleeping Accomodations J

Cont.
Var. No. Variable 221 NonAnglo . Coeff. Sig.

287-293

Var. No.

294

ra

Var

2li

Var.

296

Where Slept % N

With friends 25 65 70 54

relatives 4 11 7

strangers 2 5 3 ,,, 2

Runaway house 0 0 8 6

Outdoors 1 3 11 9

Public facility .2 5 8 6

Other 4 11 20 16

I

Table B 81 Tabulation of Runaway Episode (Youth-Reported)
Other Youth Involved in Incident

Variable Non-Anglo Anglo
Cont.

Coeff. Sig.

Left with others or '

alone? 17/
N

Alone 19, 51 69. 48
eiot alone 18 49 72 52

Cont.
Variable Non-Anglo 'Anplo Coeff. S.

With'how many relatives? N % N ' % .61 .3n2

0 ,0 2' 50
1 100 1 25

0 1 25

0

Variable

Sex of relatives .52 .3°2

:Tale 1 100 1 '25

Female 0 1 25

Both 0 / 5n

1

320
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Tap14 g 82 Tabulation of Runaway Episode (Youth-Reporte
Other Youth Involved

Var. Cont.

No. Name Non. -Anglo Anglo Coeff. Sig.

297 With how many brothers
or sisters?

N % N % .31 .585

1 2 100 62

21.3 0 0 2 25

>3
i

0 0 1 13

298 Seri of brothers/sisters N % N % .28 .632

Male 1 50 5 56

Female 1 50 2 22

Both

o.

0 0 2 22

299 With how many friends? N % N % .29 .556

1 7 54P 25 61

2-3 > 4 31 10 24

13 2 15 6 15

300 Sex of friends N % N % .03 .968

Male 6 43 19 40

Female 6 43 20 43

Both 2 14 8 17

301 With how many others? N % N %

1

2-3 2 100

>3

302 Sen of others N % N %

Male 1 33

Female 2 67

° Both

303 a HOW many others total? N % N % .14 .903

0 19 51 66 57

1 7 21 28 24

2-3 .5 14 15
at

13

13 3 8 7 6

3,n
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Table B 83 Tabulation of Runaway Episode (Youth-Reported)
'Parents' Reaction to Episode

Var. Cont.

No.
4,

Variable Non-Anglo Anglp Coeff. Sig.

.,.

304' m Reported youth ssing? N Z N % .12 ..183
g

No all '30 58 44

Yes 26 70 75 56

Var. Cont.

No. Nam Non-Anglo Anglo Coeff. Sig.

(

305 To whom reported? N Z N % .16 .225

Var.

No.

306

Var.
No.

312

Friend 4 ,16
/84

4 6

Police 21 , 68 94

Other 0 0 0 0

Table B 84 Tabulation of Runaway Episode (Youth-Renprted)
Youth's Intent to Run Away

Variable Non-Anglo
Cont.

Coeff.

Were you running away? 0 ILI .04

No 10 28 45 33

Yes 26 72 92 67

Cont.

Name Non-Anglo Anglo Coeff.

f)Episode planed or sudden? N % N % ..07

Planned 9 26 44 34

Sudden 26 74 87 66

322

Sig.

.704

Sig.

.494
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Table, 8 85 Tabulation of Runaway Episode (Youth-Reported)
Factor Leading to Running

Var. Cont.

No. Variable Non-Anglo Anglo Coeff.

316 Something at home made you leave? N Z N Z .15

. No
Yes

If yes, long tern or ibitEediate problem?

Long term
122ediate
Hissing data

Var.

No.

a.

Variable

317 argent with parent?

21 58 i65.. 48 Sig.
15 42 70 52

/ .549

10 69 42 60

3.-. 20 22 31

2 13 6e 9

Cont.

Non- nglo Anglo Coeff.

.15

No 20 56 -63 49 Sig.

Yes 16 44 67 51

.703
If yea, long term or immediate problem?

,Long term
Iwwediate
Hissing data

11 69 39 58

4 25 15 22

1 6 13 20\..

Var. Cont.

No. Variable
o

Non-Anglo Angld Coeff.

318 Something at school? N Z N Z .15

No
Yes

32 89 114 84 Sig.

4 11 21 16

.249

If yes, long to or i2usdiate problem?

Long term 2 50 14 67

I2 mediate 0 0 5 24

Missing data 2 50 2 9

323
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Var.

No.

Table B 85 Continued

Variable Non-Anglo Anglo
Cont.

Coeff.

319 Something with police? N' % :08

r/ No 33 92 121 , 90 Si g.

Yes 3 8 13 10

.781
If yes, long. term or immediate problem?

Long term 4 0 0 3 23

IF7Pdiate 2 67 8 62

Missing data 1 33 2 15

Var. Cont.

No. Variable Non-Anglo Anglo Coeff.

320 SOmething with friends? .19

No 33 92 1./- 85 Sig.
Yes 3 8 21 15

.181
If yes, long term ,immediate problem?

Long term 1 33 8 38

Immediate 0 0 11 52

Var.
No.

Missing data

r
e,

Variable

2 67

Non-Anglo

2

Anglo

roD

Cont,

Coeff.

321 Persorpl things bothering you? .22

No. 27 77 72 54 Sig.
Yes 8 23 62 46

.133
If yes, long term or immediate problem?

Long term 7 88 40 65

Immediate 0 0 14 22,

Missing data 1 12 8 13
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Table B 86 Tabulation of Runaway Episode (Youth-Reported)
Mode of Return

/"-----
Var.

No. Variable Non-Anglo Anglo

322 Located by (4ers or hoi on own? N- % N %

Self
Other

Var.

No. Variable

323 How Located?

Parents
Friends/relatives
Police
Runaway house
Parents° social service agency
Other

$ 14 40 71 54

11 ,60 60 46

Non -Anglo Anglo

0

4

4

13
0

1

0

18
18

59
0

5

0

0

14

9

36

0

1

4

56
0

2

6

Table B 87 Tabulation of Runaway Episode (Youth-Reported)
Distance Ran

Var.

No. Variable Non-Anglo Anglo
.

328 How Far had you Gone?

41 mile
1-10 miles
11-100 miles
101-1000 miles
)1000 miles

N % ...t-x N

4 12 13 11

18 55 43 37

6 '18 35 34

2 6 16 14

3 9 8 7



Table
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B 88 Tabulation of Runaway Episode (Youth-Reported)
Mode of Travel

Var.

No. Variable

How did you get there?

Plane
Bus ,

Train
Hitchhiking
Had a ride
Walked
Other

Non-Anglo Anglo
All

Runners

N' %

0 0-
4 '11

0 0

4 11

9 25

13 36

6 17

N % N

P

%329

1

11

0

35

34

44

12

7

8

0

26
25

32

9

1

15
0

39

43
57

18

1

8

0

23
25

33

10

0

k

a

32,6

Cont.

Coeff.

:17

Si
.408
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Table B 90 Tabulation, of Episode (Youth -Reported)
Experiences While Runni g .

6V
Var.

Variable

344 Return home voluntarily? N

No 16

Yes 17

Cont.

-Anglo Anglo Coeff.

345 Any contact with police while gone? N
No- 22

Yes 134

346 pieced up by police?
No

340 Arrested?
No
Yes.

148 Have to go to court?
No
Yes

349 Experiences good or bad while gone?
Very bad
Bad
Neither good nor bad
Good
Very good

350 Might leave again? -
No

Yes

351

N
14

19

18
10

N
17

7

N
20

9

/
How likely leave again? N

Very likely 5

Somewhat like '5

Neither_like y nor unlikely 4

Not very 1 rely 9

Not likel at all 11

329

O

% N % .13 .158

49 43 33

51 86 67

''.

% .002 .866

63 82 63

37 49 37

Z N Z .19 .028

42 81 65

58 43 35

N % .06 .6144

64 63 ° 71

36 26 29

% a N Z .07 .613

71 69 78

29 19 22

N % .10 .811

7 8 7

4 ' 10 8

36 32 27

28 41 34

25 28 24

% N % .G9 .351

69 70 57

31 52 43

% .14 .492

15 24 19 O

15 27 21
12 14 11
26 18 14

32 46 35



Table B 91

Var. No.

152

Table B 92

Var. No.

323

AO.

Tabulation of Runaway Episode (Parent-Reported)
for Number of Episodes

C

0
Cont.

Variable Class I Class II Class III Coeff.

Number of Episodes N' % .43

SHY
0

1 25 59 24 49 14. 30
Sig.

2-3 15 36 18 37 18 39

)3 2 5 7 14 14 31
.055

Tabulation of Runaway Episode (Parent-Reported)

0
for Length of Time Gone

Variable

158 Overnight

Var. No.

Cont.

Class I Class II Class III. Coeff. Sig.

No 5 12 6 .12 9 21

Yes 37 88 43 88 35 -79

.11 .439

Cont.

Variable Class I Class II Class III Coeff. Sig.

180 Time Away in Days N % N % .52

0 3 7 2 4 3 7

41 6 14 6 12 6 13

1-3 16 36 16 33 19 34

4-7 8 18 11 23 11 24,

8-14 5 11 6 12 5 11

15-30 3 7 2 4 1 2

31-180 1 2 5 10 4 9

>180 2 5 1 2 0 0

330



Table '3 93 Tabulation of Runaway Episode (Parent-Re orted)
for Which Month Ran

Var. No. Variable Class I Class II Class III
Cont.
Coeff. Sig.

159 Month Ran N % N N % .41 .198

January 5 ' 12 1 2 4 '9

February

March

2

2

5

5

4

8

8

17

4

4

9 ,

9
IL.--------\,

April 6 14 2 4 4 9

May 2 5 5 10 1 2

June 4 9 9 19 0 0

July 4 9 3 6 7 16

August 5 12 4 8 4 9

September 2 5 5* 10 6 13

October -7 17 4 8 5 11

November . 2 5 3 6 5 11

December 1 2 1 2 1 2

O
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Table B 94 Tabulation of Runaway Episode (Parent- Reported)'
for Parents First Reaction

Var. No.
Cont.

Variable Class I Class II Class III Coeff.

160 First Reaction 7 N % .25

Waited 11 26 22 48 12 27 sig.
Called pol ce , 17 42 13 28 18 40
Called friends/relatives 3 7 1 2 3 7 .536
Called child's friends 5 13 3 7 4 9

. Went out and looked 8 8 3 11 7 15 Z1

Other 1 3 2 4 1 2

Table B 95 Tabulation of Runaway EpisOde (Parent-Reported)
for Parents' First Reaction

Cont.

Var. No. Variable Class I Class II Class III Coeff.

161 Reported Youth Missing N N 2 N .14

No 17 42 12 26 16 36 Sig.
Yes% 23 . 58 35 74- 28 64

.237

ei

Table ]3 96 Tabulation of Runaway Episode (Parent-Reported)
for Parents' First Reaction

CorTE:

Var. No. Variable Class I Class II Class III Coeff.

162 Signed Warfnt for
Youth's Arrest N % a % N % .03

No 221 61 27 59 22 58 sig. J
Yes 14 39 19 41 16 42

332

958
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Table B 97 Tabulation of Runaway Episode (Parent-Reported)
4

for Parents° First Reaction

Cont.

Var. No. Variable Class I Class II Class III Coeff.

163 Interpreted Incident as
Rianaway N Y N N '% .04

No 14 34 16 33 -16 37 Sig.

Yes 27 66 32 67 27 63

Table B 98 Tabulation of Runaway Episode (Parent-Reported)
for-Parents° First Reaction

.922

Cont.

Var. No. Variable Class I Clans II Class III Coeff'.

164 Thought Running was
Against Law .06

No 13 38 15 36 12 31 Sig.

Yes 21 62 27 64 27 69
.790

0
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Var.

No.

Table B 99

Variable

Tabulation of Runaway Episode (Parent-Reported)
for Locating Runaway

A

Class I Class II Class III
Cont.

Coeff.

165 How Located N % , N % N % .02

Returned on own 19 50 22 48 17 47 Sig.
Other 19 50 24 52 19 53

.968

Var. Cont.
NS. Variable Class t Class II Class III Coeff.

166 How Locatea N % N % .37

Parent - 7 26 7 23 15 48 Sig.
Frind/relative V

7. 26' 6(/ 20 7 23
Police 7 26 14 47 5 16 .180
Runaway house 0 0 1 3 0 0
Social service agency 2 7 0 0 1 3

Other r. 4 15 2 7 3 10

Var. ,

-No. , Variable Class I Class II Class III
Cont.
Coeff.

o

00' How Far had Gone

,,.

N % N % N % .62

Al mile 1" 3 2 5
\

5 15

,

Sig.
1-10 miles 21 66 15 37 17 47
11-100 miles 3 9 17 41 8 23 .468
100 -1000 miles 5 16 4 9 3 9
91000 miles 2 6 3 8 2 6

Var.

No. Variable Class I Class II Class III
Cont.

Coeff.

171 How Returned. .09

Voluntarily - on own 15 50 15 43 15 47 Sig.
Through official agency 6 20 7 20 5 16
Other 9 30 13 37 12 37 .949

334
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Table B1100 Tabulation of Runaway Episode (parent-reported) for,Nnowledge
of Intended Destination

Var
Nd.

Class I
Variable 0 N %

Class 41
N %

Class III
N %

Cont.
Coeff. Sig.

172 Know of intended destination

No 31 76 34 692 74

Yes 10 24 15 31 11 26. .06 .775

173 How far was intended destination

<1 mile' 0 0 1 8 1 14

1-10 miles 5 100 3 25 3 43

11-100 miles 0 0 3 25 1 14

101-1000 rA1es, 0 0 2 17 0 0

71000 miles 0 0 3 25 2 29 .72 .509.



Table B 101

329

Tabulation of Runaway Episode (Parent-reported) for Runaways
Contact' with Juvenile Authorities While Away,

O

Var Cfass I Class II Class III Cont.
No. Variable Name N % N % N % Coeff. Sig.

174 Contact with police

To 27 68 32

,Yes 13 32 15

175 Picked up by Police

No 19 56 20

Yes 15 44 20

176 Arrested

No 25 76 25

Yes d 8 24 10

177 Reason for arrest

Runaway 6 86 11

Other

fl

1 4 3

178 Have to go to court

No 22 85 30

Yes 4 , 15 5

179 Was a petition filed

No 16 84 24

Yes- 3 16 1

336

68 4 77

32 0 23 .10 .529

50

50

31

29

79

21

86

14

96

4

4

27 75

9 25 .21 .071

29 88

4 12 .17 .238

4 80

. 1 20 .08 .925

20 74

7 26 .13 .453

18 . 86

3 14 .17 .375
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Table 11 102 Youth DeMographic Variables (Youth-Reported)

4. Var. Cont.
No. Variable Class I Class II Class III Coeff.'

231 Age

10-13 37 29
14 -15 41 32

16+ 53 '39

Var.
No. Variable Class I

232 San N Y

Var.

Mo.

Male
, 64 49

Fe2ale 67 51

37 28 51 39

40 30 37 27

56 42 48 34

Class II Class III

N 9 N 9

60

73

45

55

58
78

43
57

I

Table B 100 Sibling Runaway (Youth-Reported)

Variable

234 Siblings Gone Without Per-
mission in Last Year

.19

.574

Cont.

Coeff.

.05

Sid.

.592

Cont.
Class I Class II Class III Coeff.

No 97 90
Yes 11 10

N % N % .16

83 76 82 77

26 24 25 23

Table B 104 Tabulation of Runaway Episode ,(Youth-Reported)
Number of Episodes

8

Var.

No. Variable Class I
\I.

280 Number of Times Gone in
Last Year N Y

1

2-3
18 43

16 38

8 19

337

Class II Class III

N Z N 9

18 40 18 35

1$ 41 20 39

9 19 13 26

Sig.

.015

Cont.

Coeff.

.39

Sig.

.600
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Table B 105 Tabulation of Runaway EpiSode (Youth- Reported)

Var.

Nc. Variable Class I

Month Youth

Class II

Left

Cont.

ClassrqII Coeff. ,ip.

26J Month Fan N % P1 0 .37 .412

January C; 21 3 7 5 10

February 1 2 2 4 3 6

March 2 5 3 7 2 4

, April C 0 1 2 2

Q

May 1 2 3 7 0 / 1 2

June 5 , 11 6 13 2 4

July b 13 2 4 " 4 8

August 4 9 5 11 2 4

September 3 7 2 4 6 12

October ( 21 6 13 1 18

November 13 7 6 13 9 18

December 1 2 7 15 6 12

Table B 106 Tabulation of Runaway Episode (Youth- reported)
Length of Time Gone

Var. Cont.

No. Variable Class I Class II Class III Coecr.

286 Gone
Overnight?

-WM

No 28 6 17 13 35

Yes 23 72 29 83 24 65

3J8

.17 .224
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gable 8 107 Tabulation of Runaway Episode (Youth-Reported)
Sleeping Accomodations ,

Var. . Variable Class I Class II Class TIT

267-293 Where Slept .Z1

fot
/0 N- N

fI

With friend:1k,,

relati. s-

24 56,

1 2

25

3

't, 50

f)

30

2

67

4

stranrete 1. 2 2 4 2 5

Runaway house, 1 2 6 12 , 1 2

Outdoors S 12 4 3 2 5

rublid facility 3 7 4 8 1. 4

Other 3 19 6 12 6 13

Var. .;(3.

Table 8 108 Tabulation of nun,way Episode (Youth-reported)
Other Youth Involved in Incident

k\4riable Class I Class II Class III

294 Left with others or
alone?

Alone ') 24 -52 26 53 22 42
Not alone 22 48 23 147 30 53

Var. No. Variable

295 With how many relatives? T
/7

-
1 1 50 1 5n 0 n

2-3 1 50 1 5n 0

>3 0 0 0 0 0 0

Var. lo. Variable
0

29u Sex of relatives Li

.Tale 100 0 0 0 n

Female 0 1 50 n n

Loth ` 0 1 50 0 n

339
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Table B 109 Tabulation.of Runaway Episode (Youth-Reported)
Othei. Youth Involved

Var. . Cont.
No. Name Class I Class II Class III Coeff.

297 With 111 Nmany brothers .N % % N % .76
or sisters?

1 -:' 0 0 1 50 2 100 Sig.
2-3 0 0 1 50 0 0 1.155
>3 1 100 0 0 0 0

V

298 Sex of brothers/sisters N % N % N % /65

Male 0 0 1 50 .1 50
Female f 100 0 0 1 50 .Sig.
Both 0 0 1 50 0 0 .441

0

299 With how many friends? .43
1 8 73 6 40 15 65
2-3 2 18 6 40 5 22 Sig.
>3 1 9 3 20 3 13 .687

300 Sex of friends N N %

Male 6i 46 7 47 10 39

Female 5 39 4 27 12 46 Sig.
Both 2 15 4 26 3 -12

301 yith how many others
1

>3

302 Sex of others
Male
Female
Both

N % N %

1 100 1 100

N _% N
1 50 0 0

1 50 1 100

Sig.

Sig.

303 How many others total? N % N % N % .32

0 25 68 23 53 21 48
1 9 24 9 21 13 29 Sig..

2 -3 1 3 8 19 6 14 .422
)3 2 5 3 7 4 9

340
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\Table 13 110 Tabulation'of Runaway Episode (Youth-Reported)
Parente' Reaction to Episode

Var. Cont.
No. Variable Class I Class II Class III Coeff. Sig.

304 Reported youth missing? N Z N Z N Z .15 .456

No
Yes

23 52 16 39 23 45
21 46 26 61 26 55

Var. Cont.
No. 0afte Class I Class II Class III toeff. Sig.

305 To echo® reported? Z N Z N l .12 .551

Friend .2' 10

Police 16 90

Other 0 Q

3 12 1 4

23 66 26 96
0 0 0 0

Table 3 111 Tabulation of Runaway Episode (Youth-Reported)
Youth's Intent to Run Away

Cont.
No. Variable Class I Class II Clays III Coeff. Sig.

306 Were you running away?

No -,..

Yes

N % N

12

36

Z N 7/ .14

16

26
t41

59

25

75

19

32

37
63

.235

Var. Cont.

No. Na E3 Class I Class II Class III Coeff. Sig.

312 Episode planned or sudden?

Planned
Sudden

N cZ N

19

27

- /

Z N % .16 .096

16

27

37

6'3

41

59

10

37

21

79

3 4



Table 13 112
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Tabulation of Runaway Episode (Youth-Reported)(
Factor Leading to Running

Var. Cont.
No. Variable Class I Class II Class III Coeff.

316 SoR:nhing at home made you leave? N % N % N Z .23

No
Yes

If yeop long term ior immediate
problem?

Long to
I media te

Missing data

r10

2

;g 45
55 23 0 25 51 Sig.

27 54 24 49

.770

15 75 14 52 14 58
4 20 10 37 8 33
1 5 3 11 2 9

Var.
(

Cont.
No. Variable Class I Class'II Glass III Coeff. ,

6

317 Argument with parent? N % N 7. N Z

No 23 54 23 50 25 53 Sik.
Yee 20 46 23 50 22 47

If yes, long term or immediate
problem?

Jong term 12 60 14 61 15 69
Immediate 5 0 25 2 9 5 24
Missing data 3 15- .7 30 2 7

Var.
-I

Cont.
No. Variable Class I Class II Class III Coeff.

318 Something at school? N % N % N % .20

No 36 82 41 87 42 86' Sig.
Yes 8 18 6 13 7 14

.465
If yes, long term or immediate

problem?

Long term 7 88 4 66 3 ,43
Imwediate .1 12 1 17 1 14

Missing data 0 0 1 17 3 43

4

342
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Table 13 /112 Continued

Cont.

Variable Class I Class II Class III Coeff.

Something with police? N % N % N % ; 20

No 40 95 40 83. 46 94 Sig.=

Yes 2 5- 8 17 3 6 g

v, .432

If yes, long term or immediate
problem?

Long term 1 50 2 25 0' 0

Immediate 1 50 4 50 2 67

Missing data II 0 2 25 1 33

Variable

Cont.

Class I ass II Class III Coeff.

320 Something with friends? N % N % N % .23

No : 38 86 38 78 45 92 gig.

Yes 6 14 11 22 4_ 8

.655

If yes, long term or immediate
problem?

Long term ' 2 33 4 36 1 25

Tmmediate 3 50 6 ,55 2 .5.0

. Missing data 1 17 1 9 1 25

Var. Cont.

No. Variable Class I Class II Class III Coeff.

32L Persotial things bothering you? N %

No 22 51 26 54 32 65 Sig.

Yes 21 49 21 43 17 35

If yes, long term or immediate
problem?

Loffg term ,
14 67 15 71 11 65

Immediate 4 5 24 4 23

Missing data
_19

3 14 I 1 5 2 12

34 3
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r>

Table Tabulation of Runaway Episode (YouthReported)
Mode of Travel

Var.

Variable

O

:11

All Cont.
Class I Class II Class III Runner° Coeff.

329 How did you get theta? N N % N

Plane
But

Train
Hitchhiking
Had a ride

kWalked
Other

N %

0 0 0 0
.

0 0 0 0

\
4 9 5 10

0 0

5 10 \ 14 10
0 0 0 0 0 0
9 21 12 25 11 22 02 23

14 32 12 25 9 18 35 25
15 34 12 25 21 43 48 33
2 5 8 16 3 6 13 9

a

.24,
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Table-

Var
No.

B 113 Tabulation pf Runaway Episode (Youth-reported)
Mode of Return

Variable Name ' Class I Class II Class III C.C. Sig.

N %. N % N %

4

322 Located by others or home on own? .08 .625

Self 23 . 53 30 62 25 54

Other 20 47 18 38 21 46

323 How located? .27 `.780

Parents 5 25 2 10 3 14

Friends/relatives 3 15 3 14 -4 19

Police 11 55 13 61 13 62

Runaway house 0 0 0 0 0

Social service agency 0 0 1 S 1 5

Other 1 5 2 10 0 ,0

Table B 114 Tabulation of Runaway Episode (Youth-reported).
Distance Ran

Var
No. Variable Name -ct Class I Class II Class III C.C. Sig.

N % N % N %

328 Ho far had You gone? .66' .150

<1 miles 5 12 2 5 8 21.

1-10 miles 20 49 '''11 26 14 37

11-100 miles 10 0 15 37 13, 29

101-1000 miles 4, 12 8 17 4 19 '

>1000 miles 2 5 7 15. 1 3

3
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Table B 117

341

Tabulation of Runaway Episode (Youth-Reported)
Experiences While Running

Var.
No. Variable Class I Class II Class III

Cont.

Coeff. Sig.

,.,

344 Return home voluntarily? N % K , % N % ' .0 .803
iqo 15 37 14 30 14'' 31
Yes 26 63 32 70 31 69

142

345 Any contact with police whiak.
gone? N % N k .% N Z .10 .491

No 24 . 57 31
t---
67 32 68

Yes 18 43 15 33 15 32

346 Picked up by police? N % N % .07 .756
No 28 68 2'7 64 28 61
Yes 13 32 15 36 17 39

347 Arrested? N % N % N % .08 .778
No 20 74 18 69 23 66
Yes 7 26 8 31 12 34

.

348 Have te go to 63urt? N % N .16 .313
No 25 89 25 83 23 74
Yes 3 11 5 17 8 26

349 Experiences good or bad while
gone? N % N % N % .23 .530

Very bad i 2 6 4 9 3 7

Bad 4 11 0 0 4 9

Neither good nor bad 7 20 13 30 14 32

Good 13 37 17 38 12 27
Very good 9 26 10 23 11 25

350 Night leave again? .12 .423
N6 18 49 27 63 26 59
Yes 19 51 16 37 18 41

351 How likely leave again? N q
X N % N % .21 .602

Very likely 5 12 9 19 9 19
Somewhat likely 12 30 12 25 5. 11

*either likely nor unlikely f 5 12 6 12 6 13
Not very likely 7 18 7 15 8 17
Not likely at all 11 28 14 29 19 40

318
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APPENDIX C

Information

for the Behavioral

Classification of Episodes

0



343

Table Cl Demographic Characteristics of Episodic Typology

Aae_ All
Type 1 Type 2 Type 3 Type 4 Type 5 Runners

Age % % %

N = 65 N = 7 N = 29 ' N = 57 N = 7

10-13 12.5 - 7.1 13.5. 28.6 12.1

14-15 37.5 - 32.1 46.2 57.1 38.9
16 + 50.0 100.0 60.7 40.4 14.3 49.0
Missing,data

r
-

Ethnicity

Non-Anglo 28.6 16.7 17.9 17.3 28.6 22.4

Anglo 71.4 83.3 82.1 82.7 71.4 77.6

Missing data

Sex

Male 47.0 33.3 53.6 28.8 42.9 41.8

Female 50.8 66.7 46.4 71.2 . 57.1 57.6

Missing data 1.5 - - - .6

Vir

.47

-
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Table C 2

Friend's House

Where Runaway Planned to Go

Type 1 Type 2 Type 3 Type 4
%

Ty?e 5
All

Runners
% % % %

---c

%

No 33.8 50.0 42.9 42.3 42.9 39.2
Yes 56,9 50.0 '57.1 51.9 57.1 55.1

Missing, data 9.2 - - 5.8 - 5.7

Relative

No 83.1 . 83.3 85.7 80.8 85.7 82.9

Yeg 7.7 16.7 14.5 13.5 14.3 1114

Missing data 9.2 5.8 5.7

Fun Exotic
Places

No 70.8 50.0 64.3 75.0 85.7 70.9
Yes 20.0 50.0 35.7 14.2 14,3 23.4_

Missing data 9.2 5.8 5.7

Ct,

35A
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Table C 3 Did Runaway Reach Intended Destination?
All

Type 1 Type 2, Type 3 Type 4 Type 5 Runnerc,

Reached Intended
Destination

No 6.2 4'16.7 21.4 15.4 28.6 13.3

Yes 83.1 83,3 78.6 78.8 71.4 80.4

Missing data 10.8 - - 5.8 6.3

Arrested

No 6.g - 17.9 13.5 28.6 11.4

Yes , 16.7.0 3.6 3.8 - 2.5

'Missing data 93.8 83.3 78.6 82.7 71.4 86.1

Lacked Resources

No 6.2 16.7 17.9 15.4 28.6 12.7

Yes 3.5 1.9 1.3

Missing data 93.8, 83,3 78.6 82.7 71.4 83.1

Just Inaccessible

No 4.6 16..7 21.4 15.4 14.3 12.0

Yes 1.6 1.9 14.3 1.9

Missing data . 93.8 83.3 78.6 82.7 71.4 83.14

Changed Mind

No 1.6 16.7 7.1' 7.7 14.3 5.7

Yes. 4.6 14.3 9.6 14.3 8.2

Missing data 93.8 83.3 78.6 82.7 71.4 86.1

352
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Tpble C 4 Kinds of Good Experiences Noted by Runaways

Type 1 Type 2- Type 3 Type 4 Type 5

Good Social % % %

Experiences

No 53.8 35.7 55.8 71.4

Yes 32.3 00.0 57.1 35.4 28.6

Missing data 13.8 7.1 7.7

Good Personal/
Psychological
Experiences

No 70.8 83.3 57.9 71.2 85.7

Yes 15.4 15.7 25.0 21.2 14.3

Missing data t 13.8 7.1 7.7

Escape from
Unpleasant Things,

63.1 83.3 57.9 55.8 57.1No
Yes 23.1 16.7 25.0 36.5 42.9

Missing data 13.8 7.1 7.7

Table C 5 Runaways Reported Missing by Parents

All ,

Runners

50.0

- 40.5
9.5

71.5
19.0

N5

62.0
28.5
9.5

All .

T7pe 1 Type 2 Type 3, Type 40 Type 5 Runners

% % M
lb

No 35.4 15.7 42.9 28.8 42.9 34.2

Yes 55.4 66.7 57.1 69.2 57.1 60.8

Missing Data 9.2 16.7 - 1.9 - 5.1
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Table C 6 'Runaways° Evaluation of Experiences Away from Home

e-

Type,1 Type 2 Type 3 Type 4 Type 5
All

Runners
%

Very good 12.3 16.7 25.0 19.2 14.3 17.1

Good 20.0 14.3 13.5 42.9 A 17.1

Neither good
nor bad J5.4 33.3 7.1 1.9 14.3 10.1

Bad 13.8 16.7 25.0 15.4 - 15.8

Very bad 30.8 33.3 25.0 42.3 28.6 33.5

Missing data 3.2 - .6 2.5 -
t

6.3

1

0

3 5 -1

bf
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Table C 7 Kinds of Bad Experiences Noted by Runafty

Boredom

No
. Yes
Missing data

Frightened

No

Yes
Missing data

1,

Arrested.

No
Yes

Missing data

,Bad Drug Trip

No
Yes

Missing data

Bad/Unpleasant
Conditions

' No
es

Missing data

IY-a`L-1 Type 2 Type 3 Type 4 Type 5
All

Runners

84.6 100.0 82.1 82.7 71.4 83.5
1.5 10.7 9.6 28.6 7.0

13.8 7.1 7.7 9.5

78.5 100.0 64.3 82.7 85.7 78.5
7.7 28.6 9.6 14.3 12.0

13.8 7.1 7.7 9.5

83.1 100.0 85.7 88.5 71.4 85.4.
3.1 - 7.1 3.8 28.6 5.1

13.8 - 7.1 7.7 - 9.5

83.1 100.0 92.9 86.5 100.0 87.3
3.1 - - 5.8' - 3.2

13.8 - 7.1 7.7 - 9.5

0

76.9 83.3 82.1 71.2 85.7 76.6
9.2 16.7 10.7 21.2 14.3 13.9

13.8 - 7.1 '7.7 9.5

3
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Table C 8

To escape bad

Reason for Runaway Leaving Home

Type 1 Type 2 . Type 3 Type to 0 Type 5
All

Runners

bad things

No 76.9 89.3 82.7 85.7 82.3,

Yes 13.8 10.7 11.5 14.3 12.0\\,

Missing data 9.2 5.8 5.7

To find specific
good things

No 90.8 50.0 28.6 76.9 71.4 72.8

Yes 50.0 71.4 17.3 28.6 21.5

Missing data 9.2 5.8 5.7-

Table C 9 Items Runaway Tool:with Them

Type 1 Type 2 Type 3 Type 4
11:1"----.1

_Ala
Runners

D
% % %

Nothing 24.4 16.7 17.9 6) 28.8 14.3 27

'Clothes only 27.7 28.6 21.2 22

Clothes/money 23.1 16.7 28.6 25.0 57.1 25

Clothes/money
food, etc. 15.4 66.7 25.0 21.2 28.6 21

Missing data 9.2 3.8- 5.1

356
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350

Intentionality of Runaway Act

"Were you running away?"

All

Type 1 Type 2 Type,3 Type 4 Type 5 Runners

% % % / % % %

No 33.8 16.7 42.9 5.8 28.6 25.3

Yes 58.5 83.3 57.1 92.3 71.4 70.9

Missing data 7.7 1.9 3.8

Table C 11' Runaway Made Planned or Sudden Decision to Leave
All

Type 1 Type 2 . Type 3 Type 4 Type 5 Runners

%

Planned 16.9 66.7 39.3 40.4 28.6 31.0

Sudden 73.8 33.3 53.6 57.7 71.4 .63.3

Missing data 8.2 7.1 '1.9 - 5.7
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Table C 12

Days

Length of Time Planned to Stay Away.

Type 1 Type 2 Type 3 Type 4 Type 5
All

Runners

%
A

% %

Didn't think
about it 55.4 21.4 - 28.6 27.8

less than 1 4.6 21.5 - - 5.6

1-3 12.3 3.6 42.9 7.6

4-7 4.6 7.2 3.1

8-14 '4.6 3.6 14.3 3.1

15-30 7.7 7.1
4

14.3 5.0

31-180
more than 180

7.7

:0.11 100.0
21.4
14.3 100.0 40.5

r

T4ble C13 Length of Time Gone

All

Type 1 Type 2 Type 3 Type 4 Type 5 Runners

Days

0 9.2

less than 1 21.5

1-3 23 r
4-7 1017 3313

8-14 4.6

15-30 8.5

31-180 15.5 50.5

more than 180 16.7

3.6

\14.3
35.8
10.7
7.1

14.3

1

353

5.8 6.3

9.5 14-3 15.3
21.1 57.2 24.1

17.2 14.3 18.4

11.5 - 7.6

11.5 8.8

19.2 14.3 17.7

3.8 1.8
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0

Table C 14 Proportion of Each Episodic Type Represented by the Etiological
Types

Etiological
Types

Type 1 Type 2

Episodic Types

Type 4
m

Type 5
%

Type 3

Type 1 9.2 3.6 17.3 -

Type 2 13.8 .....Z 3.6 5.8 14.3

Type 3 24.6 3.3\ 35.7 19.2 14.3

Type 4 10.8 17.9 15.4 14.3

Type 5 6.2 - 7.1 25.0 14.3

Type 6 16.9 33.3 17.9 15.4 28.6

Type 7 18.5 16.7 14.3 1.9 14.3

Missing Data - -

Table

4.

C 15 Proportion of Each Episodic Type Represented by Single and
Multiple Runaways

Type 1 Type 2

Episodic Types

Type 4 Type 5Type 3

Number of
Times Run Away

Single 4 49.2 50.0 42.9 42.3 .57.1

Multiple 50.8 50.0 57.1 57.7 42.9

Missing Data - - -

35
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NULL:- .There are no Tables 16 and 17, due to a numbering error.

Table C 18 To Whom Parent Reported Runaway Missing

_Friend

Police

Other

All '

Type 1 Type 2 Type 3 Type 4 Type 5 Runners

35.4 16.7 42.9 28.8 42.9 34.2

55.4 66.7 57.1 69.2 57.1 60.8

Table C 19 Runaway Found by Parents or RetUsrneVn Own
All

Type 1 Type 2 Type 3 Type 4 Type 5 Runners

% % % '70

Self 56.91 33.3 ,53.6 32.7 42.9 46.8

Others 33.8 ' 50.0 46.4 61.5 57.1 46.8

Table 0 20 How Runaway-Was Located

Type 1 Type 2 Type 3 Type 4 Type 5
All

Runners
\.%

%

Parents 4.6 - - 17.3 - 7.6

Friends

c.

4.6 17.9 3.8 28.6 7.6

10

Police 21.5 66.7 28.6 38.5 .14.3 29.7

Runaway house
informed parents -

Soc.Ser. agency
informed parents 1.5 1.9 1.3

Other 3.1° 3.6 1.9 2.5

360
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Table C 21

4

Zlane

Method of

Type 1

Transportation Runaway Used

Type 2 Type 3 Type 4

.

.Type 5
All

Runners

16.7

%

.6

Missing data 100.0 83.3 100.0 100.0 100.0 99.4

Bus 1.5 9.6 160.0 8.2

Missing data 98.5 100.0 100.0 90.4 91.8

Train
Missing data 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0

Hitchhikina(") 16.9 66.7 32.1 26.9 - 24.1

Missing data 83.1 33.3 67.9 73.1 100.0 75.9

Had a ride 20.0 66.7 42.9 25.0 - 24.7

Missing data 80.0 83.3 57.1 75.0 100.0 75.3

Walked 46.2 10.7 25.9 29.7

Missing data 53.8 100.0 89.3 73.1 100.0 70.3

Other 14.3 11.5 10.1

Missing data 0.8 100.0 85.7 88.5 100.0 89.9

361
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Table C 22 Where Runaway Slept Most While Gone

With friends
Missing data

W &th relatives

Missing data

With strangers
Missing data

At runaway house
Missing data

Outdoors
Nisging data

.Public facility
Missing data

'Other
Missing data

Type 1

0

Type 2 Type 3 Type 4 Type 5
All

Runners

50.8
49:2

6.2
93.8

1.5

98.5

3.1
96.9

46
95.4

3.1

r.9
10.8

89.2

33.3
66.7

33.3

66.7

16.7

83.3

100.0

16.7

83.3

33.3
66.7

50.0
50.0

64.3
35.7

7.1

92.9

7.1

92.9

1Q.7

89.3

7.1
92.9

10.7

89.3

17.9

82.1

%

65.4
34.6

5.8

94.2

1.9

98.1

3.8

96.2

9.6
90.4

3.8
96.2

11.5
88.5

71.4
28.6

100.0

100.0

100.0

1,00.0

100.0

28.6
71.4

58.2

41.8

7.0

93.0

3.2

96.8

4.4
95.6

9.6
93.0

5.7

94.3

14.6
85.4

4

-o .04
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APPENDIX D

Description of Scales

and Item Formatting

363
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School Grades, Grade Failure. Coleman, et. al. (1966)

x?.

1. what is the overage grade that you made in English courses during the

ilaot two years? (If the school does notfuse letter grades, oak thin

to estirnte GO closely as possible)

A. Failed

B. D (either D -, or B+)

C. C (either C-, C, or C+) J
G. Don't know

D. B (either B-, B, or

E. A (either A-, A, or A+)

F. Flaven't taken any English courses

2. tYhat ability gibup or track are you in in English clans?

A. The highest group or track

B. The middle group

C. The lower group

D. The school does not have
bility groups or tracks

E. Dgn't know

3. [hat is your grade average for all school subjects for the last two years?

A. Failed

B. D (either D-, D, or D+)

C. C (either C-, C, or C +)

D. B (either B-, B, or 154-)

E. 'A (either A-, A, or A+)

F. Don'thnow

4. Have you ever repeated any courses or grades?

A. Never

B. Once

C. Twice

334

D. Three or more 0,228

E. Dongt know
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2ztrucurricular Activitieo. Elliott and Voso (1974)

1. On the average how such time do you upend each week in school activities

other than claosworh?

A. None

B. 1/2 to 1 hour

C. 2 to 3 hours

2. What are these activities? (list all)

D. 4 to 6 hours

E. 7 or more hours

3. Suppose

How far

A. 1

B. 2

C. 3

D. 4

E. 5

F. Don't know

this circle represents the activities which go on at your school.

out from the center of things do you think you are?

4. Where would you like to be?

A. 1

B. 2

C. 3.

D. 4

E. 5

F. Don't know

3 4
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MeAative Labeling{. BREC (1974)

Think about your relationship with (your teach s, your friends, your parents).

How do you think they see you on the following of words? (Circle response)

t

A. Troublesome 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Cooperative

(-) B. Good

, C. 4, Deviant

D. Disobedient

1

1

1

2

2

2

3

3

3

4

4

4

5

5

5

6

6.

6

7

7

7

Bad

t,

Conforming

Obedient

E. Rude 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Polite

(-) F. Law Abiding 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Delinquent

-(-) indicates items which are reverse scored

1

oe.

I'

N.1
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Educational Aspiration, Perceived Opportunity, and Disjunction. Elliott and
Voss (1974)

1. Let's think for n minute about school plans. How far would you like to

go in school?

A. Quit ap,soorkeas I 0:1 legally old enough (16 years old)

B. Not go further than high school graduation

o if

C. Go to business or trade school

D. Gc to a university or college for a year or two

E. Graduate fro a collegle or univroity

F. D t ?l107:7

2. You nay have S002 doubts about just how far in school you will actually

go. You have just told Pe how far you want to go. Now, how far do you

think you actually will go?

A. Quit as soon as I as legally old enough (16 years old)

D. Not go further than high school graduation

C. Go to business or trade school

D. Go to a university or college for a year or tuo

E. Griduate frog a college or university

F. Don't know

ti

367
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Access to Social Roles: Occupational. BREC (1974)

1. A. What hind of jail) would you like to have as an adult?

Don't know

B. What do you think are your chances of ever getting that kind of job?

Don't ttnoie Good

P it

368
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rd School. Coleman, et. al. (1966), Hirschi (1969)

1. If something happened and you had to stop school now, how would you feel?

A. Very happy, I would like to quit

B. I wouldn't care one way or the other

C. I would be disappointed

D. I would try hard to continue

E. I would do almost anything to stay in school

F. Don't know

2. During the last school yoir, did you ever stay away from school just

because you didn't want to go?

A. No D. Yes, for 7 to 15 days

B. Yes, 1 or 2 days E. Yes, for 16' or more days

C. Yes, for 3 to 6 days F. Don't know'

3. How good a student do you want to be in school?

A. One of the best students in my class

B. Above the middle of my class

C. In the-middle of my class

D. Just good enough to get by

E. I don't care

F. Don't know

4. How important is it to you personally to get good grades?

A. Very important

,B. Somewhat important

C. Neither important
nor un ortant

3G

D. Not very important

E. Completely unimportant

F. Don't know

4
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Attitudes Toward School. -2

5. Do you care what teachers think of you?

4 A. I care very much D. I don't care very much

B. I care somewhat E. I don't care at all

C. I neither care nor don't care 'F. Don't know

6. In general do you like or dislike school?

A. I like it very much

B. I like it soml.what E. I don't like it at all

D. I don't like it very much

C. I neither like it nor dislike it F. Don't know

7. On the average, how much time do you spend doing homework outside

of school?

A. None, or a VIM at none

B. About half an hour a day

0
D. About two hours

2'. More than two hours a day

C. About one hour a day , F. Don't know

6. During the last School year have you ever cut classes just because

you wanted to?

A. No

B. Yes, 1 or 2 times

Yea, 3 to 6 times

3r 0

D. Yes, 7 to 15 times

E. Yea, 16 times or more

F. Don't know

a
O

5

s.
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Nuober of Friends.

1. How mmny close friends do you 118'00

A. 'None D. 6to 10.

B. 1 or 2 Z. 11 to 15

C. 3 to 5 F. 16 or more

G. Don't know
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Time Spent with Friends vs. Alone vs. with Family.

1. On4he average how much time each day do yQu spend all by yourself.?

A. Almost no time D. About two hours a day

B. About half an hour a day E. Three or more hours a'day

C. About one hour a day F. Don't knox-;

2. Noticounting,tims in schools how mach time do you spend with your friends

on the average?

A. 41m.st no time D. About two hours a day

B. About half:an,hour a day E. Three or more hours a day

C. About one hour a day F. Don'tltnow

o

3. On the average how much time do you spe

your father and mother?

each day doing things' with

A. Almost no time D. About tto hours a day

B. About half an hour a day E. Three or more hours a day

C. About one hour day F. Don't' know

34 2
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Attitudes Toward Peers. Hirschi (1969) and Elliott and Voce (1974)

0

1. UowEuch would you like to be the kind of person your beet friends are?

8

A. In every way
D. In just a few ways

B. In st ways

C. In S022 ways

E. Not at all

F. Don't know

2. If you found that your friends were leadineyou into trouble Gould

you still run around with them?

A. Yee, ° sure I would

Yes, I probably woad

!
C . Maybe I would and maybe

I wouldn't

373

N
D. probably I'wouldn't

E. No, In sure I wouldn't

F. Don't know

F'
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Normative Pressures of Friendship Group. iBREC (1974)

(-) 1. The kido in group would think

less of if I were toget in
trouble w th law.

2. Getting into trouble in my group is

a may of gaining respect.

(-) 3. ,,The members of my group feel that

laws are good and should be obeyed.

Don't Most of Some of

Know Always the Time the Time Seldom Never

rs

4. The kids in my group get into trouble

at hon.-, in school, and in the

community.

(-) 5. Kids that get into trouble a lot

feel very uncomfortable in my

group.

6. When I choose a group of 'friends,

I choose kids that are not afraid

to have a little fun even if it

means breaking the law.

(-) 7. Kids who get into trouble with

the law are "put down" in my

group.

8. If you haven't gotten into some

kind of trouble the'ltids in my

group think you are chicken or

something.

(-) indicates reverse scored items

Note: a high score indicates normative pressure toward deviance
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Child' Re 1 ort of his Friends' Delinquency. BREC (1974)

Recent stud es suggest that everyone breaks some.rules and regulations during

'his/her lif time. Some break them regularly, others infrequently. Some are

more serio s and others are less serious-, er of rules and

laws which typically apply to youth. 'Pleasgiread each of these things

carefully and then circle the answet you think best describes the .activities

of'your friends in the last two months.

1. Giver, a teacher a fake excuse for

be in absent.

2. Tak n little things (worth $5 or less)
th t didn't belong to you.

3. Br

j

ken into a place that is loated
t to look around.

4. T ken a car for a drive without the
o. er's permission.

5. taken something from a kid's locker

ithout asking him.

6. D4m2ged public or private property
just for fun.

Beat up on other kids or adults just
for the heck of it.

8. Participated in gang fights.

9. Taken something worth $50 or more
that didn't belong to you.

10. Run away from home.

11. Used force(strong arm methods) to
get money from another person.

12. Used marijuana.

13. Sold marijuana.

14; Skipped school without a legiti-
mate excuse.

15. Sniffed glue or inhaled toxic fumes.

37

Very Several Once or

Often Times Twice Never



369

Child's Report of his Friends'Delinquency. BREC (1974)

Very Several Once or
Often TiESO Tutce Never

16. Used hard drugs.

17. Sold hard drugs.

le. Are there any other things that friends of yours have done in the last

two months that they could have gotten in trouble for if they were caught--

things like hitchhiking or panhandling? (specify each activity. For each

activity ash whether it occurred either Very Often, Several Times, Once or

Twice.)

4

or

J

3'16

Very Several <,Once or

Often TiESS Twice

0
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Marital Conflict.

1. How often do your parents argue with each other?

A. Once a day D. Once or twice a 1111b nth.

B. Once every two or three days E. Once every two or three months

C. Once a week F. Once a Year or less

2. How often do your parents get really Angry with'each other?

A. Once a day D. Once or twice,a month

B. Once every two or three days E. Once every two or three months

C. Once a week F. Once a year or less

3. How often do your parents have really serious fights?

A. Once a day

B. Once every two or three days

C. Once a week

D. Once or twice a month

E. Once every two or three months

F. Once a year or less

4. When your Parents fight, how often does it get physical?

A. Once a day

B. Once every two or three days

C. Once a week

.1

377

4. Once or twice a month

E. Once every two or three months

T. Once a year or less
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Child's Rejection of Family. Sewall and Haller (1959)

1. I try to keel) boys and
girls away from my home
because it's not as
nice as theirs.

2. I like one of my parents
more than the other.

A

Neither

Don't Strongly Agree Agree nor Disagree Strongly
Know Agree Somewhat Disagree Somewhat Disagree

3. I am sorry to live in
the place I do. 6

4. I dften wish I had some
other parents.

5. I dislike many of the
people near my home.

6. I am unhappy because my
parents do not care
about the things I
like.

7. My folks do not seem to
think I am doing well.

ci
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Parent's Rejection of Child. BREC (1974)

What would you say about these statements?

cs"

1. My parents would help me if I
were to get into serious trouble.

2. My parents find fault with we
even when I don't deserve it.

3. My parents really care about me.

4. My parents are dissatisfied
with the things'I do.

5. My parents blameime for all
their ,problems.

Most About
of half .

Don't the of the

Know Always Time Time Seldom Never

3 79
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Differential Treatment.

1. men somethini happens at home I get
blamed for it even when it's not my
fault.

. 2y parents treat me better than
they do my brothers and sisters.

3. I get in trouble for everything
that happens in our family.

(-) 4. I'm sort of special to mY parents.

5. I °mt treated worse than anyone

else in my family. .

(-) 6. My parents let 22 get away with
more things than i brothers
and sisters.

7. my parents treat mil, brothers or
sisters more fairly than they
do pep.

(-) 8. My parents sees to like 22 more
than my brothers or sisters.

About
Don't Moot of half a
Know Always the Tice the Time Seldom Never

9. If my parents treated me like they
treat my brothers or sisters I
would be a lot happier.

(-)1o.- my brothers,or sisters would like
it if my patents treated them
as well as they do me.

(-)indicates reverse scored items

380
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Powerleooneos. Nowicki and Strickland q1973)

THE NOH1CKI-STRICKLAND PERSONAL REACTION SU VEY
Short Form*

1. Do,yaiu believe that moot problems will solve themoelveo if you just
don't fool with them?

(Yes) 10 )

2., Are you oftenbla ed for thingo that just aren't your fault? (Y)

3. Do you feel that most of the tiP? it doesn't pay to try hard because
thing? never turn out right anyuay? (Y)

.4. Do you feel that moot of the time parents listen to what their child-
ren have to say? (N)

5. Ilhen you get punished does it usually see it's for no good reason

at all? (Y)

6. Moot of the time do you find it hard to change a friend's ind)

opinion? (Y)

7. Do you feel that it's nearly i
about anything? (Y)

1 1.0 ossible to change your parent's mind

8. Do you feel that when you do something wrong there's very little you can
do to make it right? (Y)

9. Do you believe that most kids are just born od at sports? (Y)

10. Do you feel that one of t best ways to handle most problems is just

not to think about them? (Y)

11. Do you feel that when a kid your age decidesto hit you there's

little'you can (Id to stop him or her? (Y)
O

12. Have you felt that when people were mean to you it was usually for no

reason at all? (Y) .

13. Most of the £ime, do you feel that you can change what might happen

tomorrow by what you do today? (N)

14. Do you believe that when bad things are going to happen they just are
going to happen no matter what you try to do to stop, them? (Y)

15. Most of the time do you find it useless to try to get your own w y at

home? (Y)

16. Do you feel that-when somebody your age wants to be your enemy there's

little you can do to change matters? (Y)

17. Do you usually feel that you have little to say about what you get to

eat at home? (Y)

3 8
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Powerlesonwo. -2

10. Do you feel that when someone doesn't like you there's little you Can"

do about it? (Y)

19. Do you daually feel that its almost useless to try in school because

most other children ,.dust plain smarter than you are? (Y)

20. Are you the kind of ^41 'who believes that planning ahead makes

things turn out better? (N)

W

382



SELF ES` EM Rooenberg (1965)

Item

376

SELF-ESTEEM SCALE
(Uumbero in parentheoeo refer to high oelf-este reoponses)

. Strongly 2. Agree 3. Diongree 4. Strongly
agree dioagree

1. I feel that I'm (2, peroon of worth, at lenot on an equal inoio with
others'. (1,2)

2. I feel that I have a number of good qualitied. (1,2)

3. All in n11, I an inclined to feel that I am o, failure. (3,4)

4. I AR able to do things no well as most other people (1,2)

5. I feel I do not hnve much to be proud of. (3,4)

6. I take a pooitive attitude toward myself. (1,2)

7. On the whole, I an sntiofied with myself. (1,2)

O. I wish I could have more respect for myoelf. (3,4)

9. I certa .ly feel useless at times. (3,4)

10. At times I think I am no good at all. (3,4)

For Guttman scaling two or three correct out of the first three

items are scored as one item; two correct of 4 an /i( 5 as one itG2,

and two correct of 9 and 10 as one item.

3 0 ,
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Social Eotrongecent. McClooky and Schaar (1963)

Agree Disagree1.' With everything so uncertain these days, it
almost,seems as though anything could happen.

2. [That is lacking in the world today is the
old kind of friendship that labted for

lifetime.
1

Agree Disagree

3. With everything in such a state of disorder,
it hard for a person to know where he stand()
from one day to the neut.

Agree Disagree

4 Everything changes so quickly these days that Agree Disagree
I often have trouble deciding which are the
right rules to follow.

5 I often feel that many things our parents stood
for are just going to ruin before our very eyes.

Agree Disagree

6 The trouble with th'e world today is that most
people don't believe in anything.

Agree Disagree

7 I often feel awkward and out of place. Agree Disagree

S. People were. better off in [the .old days when,

everyone knew just how he was expected to act.
,Agree Diiagree

S. It seems to me that other people find it easier
to decide what-is right than I do.

Agre7 Disagree

Scored: Agree - 1, Disagree 0

381
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Norlesnoeso. MEC (19Am )

d

Strongly ", Strongly-L

ran Agree Disagreg Disagree

1. It is sometimes necessary toIie on a
job application to get the' job you
udht.

2 '3 4

2. If one wants ito get good grades in
school, he wili have to cheat sometimes. 1 3 4

"

3. It's OK to lie If rota are protecting
of

a friend in trouble. .2 3 4

-4. fne can make it in school without r
having to cheat enams. 1 3 4

-5. One should always tell the truth, regard -
less of what' one's friends think of him. 1 3 4

1

6. If ofte want& to have nice things, he has
to be willing to break the rules or laws
to get them.-

A 2 4

Indicates reverse scoring-

3 8 a
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Self-Report4 Delinquency. BREC (1970°S"

Recent studies suggest that everyone breaks some rules and regulations during

his/her lifetime. Some break them regul rly, others infrequently. Some are

re serious and others are IC ss serious. There are a number of. rules and

lacas which typically apply to youih. ,Please raid each of these things care-

fuily and then circle the answer you think best'describgs your activities

in the last two months.

o -

1. Given the teacher a fake excuse
for being absent.

2. Taken little things (worth $5 or less)
that didn't belong to you.

3. Broken,Anto a place that is locked
just tolook around.

4. 'Taken a.car for a drive without the
owner's permission.

5. Taken something from a kid's locker
without asking him.

Very Several Once or c.

Often Times ' Twice Never
4

6. Damaged public or private p arty
just for fun. 7

7. Beat wi on other kids o>. adults just
for die heck of it.

8. 'Participated in gang fights.

9. Taken something worth $50 or more
that didn't belong to you.

10. Used force (strong arm methods) to
get money from anolier person.

11. Used marijuana.

12. Sold marijuana.

13. Skipped S". ool,without a leeitimate
excuse.

14. Sniffed gln e or' inhaled tonic fumes.

Q 0
%-i) 0 u
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Self-EopoTtcd belinquency. BOO (1974)

15. Used hard 4rugo.

4
16. Sold hard drugs.

Very Several Once or
Often Times Twice Never

17. Are there any other things that you have done in the last two months that

you could have gotten in trouble for if you were caught - -like hitchhiking or

panhandling? (capieciiY each activity. For each activity mentioned ash whether

it occurred Very Often, Several TiRes, or Once or Twice.)

0

N

4

Very Several Once or

Often Times Twice

O

,,,
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*
Self Reported Delinquency BREC (1974)

Recent studies suggest that everyor breaks some rules and regulations during

his/her lifetime. Some break them regularly, others infrequently. Some are

more serious and others are less serious. There arc a numbelic of rules and

laws which typically apply to youth. Please read each of these things care-

fully and then rcle the answer you think best describes your activities in

the two months immediately before the first time you ran away from home.

1. Given the teacher a fake excuse
for being absent.

2. Taken little things (worth $5 or less)
that didn't belong to you.

3. Broken into a place that is locked
just to look around.

7

4. Taken a car for a drive without the
owner's permission.

5. Taken something from a kid's locker
.4ithout asking him.

6. Damaged public or private property
just for fun.

7. Beat, up on other kids or: adults just
for the heck of it.

8. PartiCipated in gang fights.

9. Taken something worth $50 or more
that didn't belong to yon.

10. Used force (strong arm methods) to
get money from another person.

11. Used marijuana.

12., Sold marijuana.

13. Skipped school without 3 legitimate
excuse.

14. Sniffed glue or inhaled toxic fumes.

3 8 8

Very Several Once or
Often Times Twice Never
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Self-Reported Delinquency. BREC (1974)

15. Used hard drugs:

16. Sold hatd drugs.

(

Very Several Once or
Often Times Twice *Never.'

--o

17. Are there any other things that you have done in the last two months that

ft

you could have gotten in trouble for if you were caught--like hitchhiking or

panhandling? (specify each activity. For each activity mentioned ask whether

it occured Very Often, Sever 1 Timesk, or Once or Twice.)

0

Very . Several Once or
Or as ° Times Twice

d L7

3 3 9
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Self-Reported Delinquency During Runaway Episode. BREC (1974)

Here's a list of things you have checked before. I' would like you to look

0

at-them one more time and tell me-how often you did any of them while you were

away from home.

1. Taken little things (worth $5 or less)
that didn't belong to you.

2. Broken into a plate that is locked
just to look around.

Taken a car for a drive without thei
Owner's permission.

Damaged public or priv.4p,property ;

just for fun.

5; Beat up on other kids or adults just'
for the heck of it.

6. Participated in gang fights. \IL

7. Taken something worth $50 or more
that didn't belong toyou.

1

8. Used forcd (strong arm 'Methods) to
get money from another person.,

9. Used marijuana. \'

10. Sold marijuana.

11. Skipped school without a legiti-
mate eIluse.

!

12. Sniffed glue or inhaled toxic fumes..
1

Very Sever I Once or
Often Tim Twice Never

13. Used hard drugs.

14. Sold hard drugs.

0

390

O



38t.

15. Are there any other things" that you coulii have gottei in trouble for if

you were caught - -lihe WitchhikingLor panhandlirle (specify each:activity:

For each activity ash whether it occuved Very Often, Several TiEes or

Once or Twice.)

O

(

391

Very Several Once or

Of 'Times Twice

I

fJ



Parental Rehavtoi.. SiegelPan (1965) 385
A

Brolifenbrenner Parent Behavior Questionnaire

(N) 1. I can r_g h with them
about everything.

\(N) 2. Co ort .me and help
I have-troubles.

me when

(N) 3. Arethere for me when I needthpm.

(AR) 4. Say' nice things about me to
other people.

(AR) 5. Arevery affectionate with me.

' (AR) 6. Praises when I have done
something good:

(IC) 7. Teache me things which I want
to learn.

(IC) 8. Help mne with hobbies 'or

handiwork.
O

(IC) 9. Help me with schoolwork-when
I dohlt understand something.

2
(AC) 10. Go on-pleasant walks and

putings with me.

(AC) 11. Are happy when with me.

(AC) 12. enjoy talking with me,

(Pre)13. Expect E2 to help around
the house.

In Every In Most
Case Cases

Sometimes' Seldbm Never

0

In Every .In Moot SOM2tiESS Seldom Never
' Case kr Cases

In Every In Most
Case Cases

Almost
Every
bay

So otimes Seldom Never

c
About About Once
Onc6 a A Month
Week

Almost About
Every Once a,
Day Week

Only Never
Once or.
Twicea
Year

About Once Only Never
A Month Once or

Twice a
Year

In Every In Most Sometimes Seldom Never
Case Cases

Almost
Every
Day

, -

A> Almost
Every
Day .

\392

About
Once ,a

Week

Abo Once Only Never
A Month' _Once dr

Twice a
Year

About About Once
Once 'a A Month
Week

Only
Once or
Twice a

Year

Never

In Every In Most Sometimes Seldom Never
Case Cases

Almost 'About AboUt Once Only Never
Every Once a A Month
Day Week

Once' or

Twice a
Year

In Eery In Most Sometimes Seldom Never
Case Cases

Almost About
Every Once a
Day Week

Almost
Every
Day

About
-Once a

Week

About Once Only Never
A Month Once or

Twice a
Year

About Once Only Never
A Month Once or

Twice a
Year

a



Parental Behavior --2
386

(Pre)14. Want 23 to run errands. Almost
Every
Day

(Pre)15.
'.

(SI) 16.

Expect me to keep my own
thins in order.. a

tFunish 22 by sending me out
of the roo

,1

fn Every
Cape

Almost
Every
Day

r (SI) 17. As punishp,,nt they forbid me
to play with other children.

In Every
Case

(SI) 18. As punishment they send -In Every
22 to bed early. , ° Case

(ER) 19. Hold it before mi that other
children behmve better tan

AImost
Every

I do. 64

(ER) 20. Nag Re. 0 Almost
Every
Day

O'

(ER) 21. Scold 'me and yell at Me. Almost
Every,,

Day

(PP) 22. Threaten to spank me. Almost
Every
Day

(PP) 23T-Apanh

(PP) 24. Slap me.

O

(DP) 25. Punish W2 by Matting me
do extra work.'

O
Almost,
Every
Day

Almost.

Every
Day

Aboutt About Once Only Never.

Once a A Month Once or
Weekl Twice a

Year

In Most Sometimes Seldom Never
Cases

About About Once Only Never
°rice a ,A Month Once or 4

Week Twice a
Year

In Most S003tiWNES Seldom Never
Cases

In Most \Sometimes Seldom Never'
Cases

About
Once a
Week

About
Once a
Week

AbOsek

Once a,
Week

About
Once a
Week

About
Once a

Week

About
Once a
Week

About Once Only Never
A Month Once or'

Twice a
Year

About Once Only Never,
A Month Once or

Twice a
Year

About Once Only Never
A Month Once or

Twice a
Year

About Once Only Never
A Month Once or

Twice a
Year

About bnce Only Never
A Month Once or

Twice. a

Year

About Once Only a Never
A Month Once or

Twice a
Year

In Every In Most Sometimes Seldqm Never
Case Cases

(DP) 26. When I am bad they forbid me In Every In Most Sometimes Seldom Never

from doing things especially . Case Cases
enjoy doing.

G

393



Parental Behavior -33

(DP) 27. Punish me by taking my
favorite things away.

387

In Every In Most Sometimes Seldom Never
Case Cases

(Pro)28. Come with we when I go some- rn Every In Most Sometfmes Seldom Never

place for the first time to make Case Cases

sure tit everything goes well.

(Pro)29. Worry that I canZt take care
of myself.

(Pro)30. Won't let me roam around bp cause
something might happen to 02.

(Pow)31. Insist that I get permission be-
fore I go to a.movie, a carnival
or some other entertainment!

(Pow)32. Want to know exactly how I. spend
my money when I want to buy some.
little things for myself.

(PoW)33.4 Tell me. exactly when I should
co M2 hope.

(AD) 34. Insist I make a special effort
in everything I do. ,

(AD) 35. Demand' that I do better than
other children.

(AD) 36. Insist that I get particularly
good marks in school.

(AP) 37. Appear disappointed and sad
when I misbehave.

(AP) 38. Make me feel ashamed or guilt);

when I misbehave.

(AP) 39. Tell me "I don't want to have
any more to do with you," when

misbehave.

(PD) 40. Arejust whdn punishing me.

(PD) 41. When I must do something
they explain why.

Almost
Every
Day

About
Once
Week

About Once. Only Never
A Month Once or ---

Twice a
Year

In Every In Most, Sometimes Seldom Never

Case Cases

In Every_ In Most Sometimes Seldom Never
Case Cases

In Every In Most Sometimes Seldom' Never

Case' Cases

In Every In Most Sometimes Seldom? Never

Case . Cases

In Every In Most SOMAIM2S Seldom Never

.Case Cases

In Every In Most Sometimes Seldom Never

Case Cases

In Every In Most Sometimes Seldom Never

° Case Cases

In Every ,InMost Sometimes Seldom Never

Case Cases

In Every In Most Sometimes Seldom Never

Case Cases

Ifi Every In Most Sometimes Seldom Never

Case Cases

In Every In Most Sometimes Seldom Never

Case Cases

In Every In Most Sometimes Seldom Never

Case Cases



Parental Behavior 388

'

(PD) 42. Find it difficult to punish me., 'In Every
,Case

In Most
Cases

Sometimes Seldom Never'

(I), 43. I can talk them into most
anything.

In Every
C,Case"

In Most
Cases

Sometimes Seldom Never

(I) 44." Let me-off easy when I
behave.

In Every
Case

In Most
Cases

SoMetiMes Seldom Never.,

Subscalel:

N - Nurtupance

AR - Affective Reward

IC - Instrumental Companionship

%,:l

C Affiliative Companionship

P --Prescriptive

SI - Social Isolation

ER - ENpressive Rejection

,PP - Physical punishment

DP - Deprivation of Privileges

Pro- Protectiveness

/ Pow- Powet Yt

AD - Achievement Demands

AP - Affective PunishMent

PD - Principled Discipline'

I - Indulgence
,;

ti

s,
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Parent0' Satisfaction Child's Instrumental Behavior. Farber and Jennl (1963)

My- parents wish I Would

Activity,

do this activity: .Please circle 'one

Much A little As I A little Much
4ss lees do now more more

Does not
apply

A. ,Go to church or Sunday
'School.'

Stay out late at night- Mich A little As I A little Much Does not
less less do now more more apply

C. Go along'with fads; for
example rock and roll,
hot rods, etc.

MUch
less

A little
less

As I

do now
A little
more

Much'
more

Does not
apply

D. Stand up for m'ydelf. Much A little As I A little Much Does not
less less do now more more apply

E. Stick up for other peo Much A little As I A little Much Doss not
.ple's rights. less less do now more more apply

V. Worry about what goes Much A little AS I A little Much Does not
on in the world. less less do now more mare apply

G. Take things serioU'Sly. Much A little As I A little Much Does not
less less do now more more apply

H. Take adv1A from other- Much A little As I A little Much Does not
people. less less do now more more apply

I. Listen to my Muth A little _
As I A little Much Does not

teathero. less less do now More more apply

J. Try to be successful. Much A little As I A little Much Does not
less less do now more more apply

X. Try to finish what, I Much A little As I A little Much Does not
start. less less do now more more apply

L. Think. about school Much A little As I A little Much Does not
work. less less do now more .more apply

,M. Help around the house. Much. A little As I A little Much Doe not
less less do not-) more more apply

KeePrily own room neat. Much A little ',As I A little Much Does not
less less do now more more apply

0

3 :31

0
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. Parental Attitagdes.Toward DeviiiinSe. lessor (1974)

/ '
Pelikedtorknow howwrons you think different'kinds.of. actions are. Most

people think that gomething like murder is vety iwrong while something like bragging

mmy be considered only.a little hitywrong or-not wrong dt all. Twill be asking

- you about a number.of different actions and .1 Would like you to tell me, for each

.one, how Wrong you feel it is foe an adglt likyota to do each of these things.

_
. Your answes can be Very Wong, Wrong, A Little Bit Wrong, Or' Not Wrong, At All:

v
.

; .

he first one--

Very A Little Not Wrong

Wropg, 'Wrong 'nit Wrong At All
4

1. For eitaiople,;,howwtongis it for an adtit

like you to lie to someone about some VW W L,4 NWAA

thing import nt? ,Mogld you say'very ..-:

.
wrong,-a ',lit le bit wrong, or not,wrong

at all? ,

, ,. - ,

2.' Raw/aboui to daptaga property thAt-doesn't.

-belong, to you, just out of eateleasness/ VW

-Howwrong is that?

3. To hit someone becagse yoteredngry at

him?

"'LBW, NWAA

VW W LBW NWAA

4. To try Marl.juata to seed1/4ghit Its "like? VW. J 'LBW NWAA

Foi an adult' like you,. how wrong-is:it

to take something of value from a

store WithOut paying for'it?

6. To drink.alcoholic'beierages?
P

7. To try drugs like LSD just for 'the

experience?
VW, W

0
LBW 1 NWAA

,,.\,

place?
VW W LBW NWAA

9. To drive when you've had a fair amount
.

--,to drink?
""1 VW W LBW NWAA.

b

10. For an adult like you, how wrong is

it to use marijuana regularly? VU W. LBW NWAA

LBW NWAA

VW W LBW

. 0

8. To create a disturbance in a public

11. To borrow a small amount of money

from a friend without really intending VW W , LBW NWAA

to pay it hack?

12. To have sexual relations outside of

marriage?

VW 'W LBW NWAA

13. To lie about your past experience VW W LBW NWAA

w filling' out an application
omething--like a job?,

3 !47
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Parental,Attitudes Toward Child's Deviance. Jeosor (1974

f Now I'mogoing to read you another set of actions or things. people do. This time,
however, I'd like you to tell me how wrong each of 'these w ld be, not for en
adult like you,,but for a youth like your son' or daughter t do. So for each

. of thee4, tell me if you feel it would be Very Wrong, Wrong, A Little Bit Wrong, ,

or Not Wrong At Ail.for a youth. like your son or daughter to do.

Here's the first one- -

1. To be disobedient to his parLnts? How
wrong do you feel that,woutd be for a
youth like your on or daughter?

24 To take something from anothei kid'e .
locker without iikending to return it?

3.' 1"o TZUSe a disturbance in a movie
theater even after.having been asked
to stop? a

4.' To cut school without parents'
per

5. To drink alcoholic beverages?

6. For a youth like your son or daughter,
houvurong is ittt engage in heavy
petting on a date?

7. To drive when he's had a fait 'aboUnt
to drink?

8. To damage public or private prOperey
that doesn't belong to-him/her, just
for fun?,

9. To try marijuana to see what it's
like?

10. To lie to his/her parents about where
- he has been and who he has been with?

11. For a youth like your son or daughter,
how wrong is it to.hit'another kid
who has made him/her angry?

12. .To try.drugs like LSD just for.the
experience?

13. To stay out overnight without
--mission?

14. To use marijuana regularly?
)

33

Very A°Little Not Wrong
Wrong Wrong Bit Wrong At All

VW W LBW NWAA

VW W W NWAA

W LB1.1V NWAA

VW W 'LBW NWAA

VW W LBW NWAA

VW W

. \.

VW* W L W \ NWAA

VW, W

VW. W

VW W

VW W LBW NWAA

VW W LBW . NWAA

VW II' L W' NWAA

VW . W 1 W .NUAA

LBW NUAA

LBW NI-JAA

NWAA

LBW NWAA
1
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aomenberg (1963)

SELF-ESTEEM SCALE
Number° in parentheses ref aitto high aelf-eoto rahponoe

0, Strongly
agree

2. Agree 30 Disagree . 40 $tronglY
disagree

1. I fool that X° parson of Worth° at least oi an equal basio with
othoro. (1D2)

2. X fool that X have a number of goodqualitied. (1D2)

3. All Ail', X aR inclined to feel that X sma failure. (3D4)

40.

50

6.

7.

X ap able to 4o things no woll as moot other people £102)

g feel X do not hove much to be proud of. ( 04)

I take a positive attitude toward myoelf. (1D2)

On the wholeD I am atidfied with myself. (102)

8 1 doh I could have or reopect for myself.

AI certainly feel useless at times. (304)

100 At tiaos X think an no good at all. (304

(304)

Foy Gutpan Beam.,( two or three correct out of the first three,

item are scored Go ono item; two correct of.4 nrad 5 as one item/-

aad two correct of 9 and 10 8; one item.
4

39



Social ECItTial ement. ,McCloolty and Schaar (1963)

39'3

1. With everything so uncertain these day-5 it
almootiseem as tholl anything could happen.

2 What is lacking in the world today is thel,
old kind of friendship thdt lasted for
a lifetime.

3. Wick everything in such a state of disorder,
it's hard for a person )to know where he stanza
from one day to the next.

//
Agree Disagree

Agree Disagree

Agree Disagree

4. Everything changes so quickly these days that Agree Disagree
I often Ave txoubledeciding which are the
right rule() to follor.

C

3 I often feel that mafny things ou parents stood
for are joist going t ruin before our very eyeo.

60 The trouble with the world today,is that oost
people don't believe in anything.

7 I often feel awkward and out of place,

O. People were better off in the old days when
everyoneknew just'how he was expected to act.

9. It eAGPS. to aie thaGther people find it easier
to decide what is right that I do.

Scored: Agree o 1, Disagree .= 0

4 3'

Agree Disagree

Agree Dfpagree

Agree Disagree

Agree Disagree

Agree Disagree



3,94

Powerlessness. Rotter (1966)

D

1. .a. I have often found that what[ is going to happen will happen..

b. Trusting to fate has never turned out as wl for me as kihg a

decision to take a definite course of action.

2. .a. When I make p1
0

ns, I am almost certain that I can make them work.

ib. 'Lis not always wise to plan-'too far ahead because ,many things
turn out to be a matter of good or bad fortune anyhow..

a. " In my case getting what Iyant has little or nothing to do with luck.

b. Many times we might just as well decide what to.do by flipping a coin.

. a. .Many times I feel that I have little influence over the things that
happen to 22.

,b. It is impossible for 22 to belie4e that chance or luck plays'an
i=qortant role in my life.

5. a. What happens to me is my own doing.

b. Sometimes' I feel that I don't have enough cntrol over the direction

pi life is taking. :

Note: Score is the total number of underlined choices
(i.e., external items endorsed).



395

Marital Conflict.

1. Move often do you and your spouse argue?

P
A. Once a day D. Once or twice a month

B. Once every two or three days E. Once every two or three Months

C. Once a week F. Once a year or less

2. 'How ofteA do you and your spouse get really angry with each other?

A. Once a day D. Once or' twice a month

B. Once every two or three days E. Once every two or three months

C. Once a week F. Once a year 'or 1ss

3. How oftn do you and your4spouse have really serious fights?

A. Once a day D. Once or twice a month

B. Once every two or three days E. Once, every two or three months
4 0 'a

C., Once a'week F. Once a year or less
A

4. Uhen you and your spTse fight, how often does it get physical?,

A. Once a day D. Once Or twice a month

B. Once every two or three days E. Once every two or three-months

C. Once a week F. Once a year or less

O

a
4.32

O
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Fa ily Disruption. Paykel, et. al. (1969)
.

I

--'4k Life Eveprs

During the last two years have any of the following events happened to-you

O

or

1.

2.

your husband?

Event
Never

More How long
Once than ago?

Once (mast recent)

Have become separated from husband (wife).

Have married.

/
3.

4.

Have had an increase in arguments with
husband .or wife.,

f
Have started a new job.

5. Have had a change in work conditions.

6. Have had serious personal illness.

7. There has been a death in the i nr 4iate
family.

411

8. There has been a serious illness in the
imuivPdiate family.

9. A famlly member has left ho m2.

10. Have becomadivorced.

11. A new peraim haymoved into the home.

12. A member of the ii..ediatefaully has
made a court appearance.

113
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Parents° Satisfaction with. Child's Instrumental Beh&vior. Farber and Jenne (1963)

I wioh my son or daughter would do this activity: Please circle one

Activit7

A. -XGo to church or Sunday Much .A little As he or A little Much Does not
School. Jess less she does more ore apply

now
B. Skay out late at night. Much. A' little As he or A little Much Does not

less less she does 'more more apply
now

C. Go along with, fade; for
example rock and Toll, Minh
hot rods, etc. less

D. Stand up for himself,
or her f.

A little
less

Much A little
less less

E. Stick up for other ped- Mu4
ple's rights. k less

r. Worry about what goes Much
on in the world. less

G. Take thi gs seriously.

H. Take advi e from other
people.

I. -Listen to his or her
teachers.

J. Try to uccessful.

K. Try to finish what he
or she starts.

L. Think about school

M. Help around the house.

N. Keep own,room neat.

A little
less

As hear A little Much Does not
she does'. moye core apply

nos
As he or A little Much Does not
she does moret more apply:

now
As he or A little Much Does not
she doetil More more pply

now
A little As he or A little Much Does not

less she does more more apply
now

As he or A littleAogipch Does not
she does more O.Frmore apply

notes

Much A little As he or A little Much Does not
less less 'she does more more apply

now

As'he or A little Much Does not
she does more more apply

now

Much A little As he or A little Much Does not
less less she does more - more apply

now

Much. A little As he or A little Much Does not
less lesS she does more more apply

now

As he or A little Much Does not
she does more more apply

now
Much A little As he or A clittle Much Does not
less less she does more more apply

now
Much A little As he or A little MuchlATO not
$ess less she does more more apply

now

Much A little
less less

!Much A little
less less

Much A little
less less

sfl



Parental Behavior. Siegel (1966)

(N) 1.

(N) 2.

(N) 3.

(AR) 4.

(AR) 5.

(AR) 6.

(IC) 7.

(IC) 8.

Bronfenbrenner Parent Behavior Questionnaire

He/she can talk with us'
aboutiever'Ything.

We c.mtort him /her and help
him/her when he/she has
troubles.

We are there for him/her
when'hefshe needs us.

We say nice things about
him/her to other people.

4

We are very affectionate
with him/her.'

In Every In Most Sometimes Seim Never

Case Cases

In Every In Most Sometimes Seldom Never

Case , Cases

In Every In Most S023.tiE263 Seldom Never

Case Cases

'Almost About About Once Only Never

Every Once a A Month Once or

Day Week b Twice a.

Year

Alkose- About About Once Only Never

Every Once a A Month' Once or

Week Twice a
a

Day
Year

We praise him /her when he/she In Every In Most Sometimes Seldom Never

has done so ething good., Case Cases

We tea him/her things Almost About About Once Only Never

which he/she wants to Every ° "Once a A Month -Once or

learn. Day Week Twice a
Year

We help him/heA4ith
hobbies or handiwork.

Almost About About Once Only Never

Every Once a A Month Once or

Day Week Twice a
Year

(IC) 9.' We help him/her with school- In Every In Moot Sometimes Seldom Never

work when he/she doesn't Case Cases

understand something.

AC) 10. We-go on plessant'walks Almost About About Once Only Never

and outings with him/her. Every *Once a A Month Once r
.,

Day Week Twice a
r- Year

(AC) la. We are happy when
with him/her. Case Cases

(AC) 4. We enjoy talking to him/her. Almost About About.Once Only Never

Every Once i A Month Once or

Dgy Week (Twice a

Year

In Every In Most Sometimes Seldom Never

(Pge) 13. !We expect him /her to help Almost About About Once Only Never

around the house. Every Once a A Month Once or

40
Day Week Twice a

Q

Year



Parental Behavior. -2

(Pre) 14..

,-(Pre) 15.

(SI) 16.

(SI). 17.

(SI) 18.
'

(Ea> 19.-

(ER) 20.

(ER) 21.

We want hi /her to
run errands.

Al ost
Evwry
Day

We expect him/her to keep In El,

his/he own things in order.- Cas

Punish hp/her by seriding
him/her out of the room.

0

About About Once
Once a . A Month
Week.

Only
Once or
Twice a

Year

Never

ery In Most Sometimes Seldom Ne er
Cases

Almost About About Once
Every Once a A Month
Day Week

As punishment we forbid him/ In Every
her to play with other children. Case

As punishment we send him/ In Every

her to bed Carly. . Case

We hold it bemire him/her
that other children behave

,better than he/she does.

We wig him/her.

We scold him/her and yell
at him/her.

(PP) We threaten to spank
him/her.

We spank him/her.

We slap him/her.

(PP) 23.

(PP) 24.

(DP) 25.

(DP) 26.

We punish him/her by making
him/has do extra work.

When he/she is bad we forbid
him/her from doing things he/
she especially enjoys doing.

Almost
Every
Day

Almost
Every
Day

Almost
Every
Day

Only
Once or
Twice a

Year

Never

In goat Sometimes Seldom Never
Cases

\n Most Sometimes Seldom Never
\Cases

About- About Once Only Never
Once a A Month Once or
Week Twice a

Year

About
Once a
Week

About
Once a
Week

About Once Only Never,

A Month Once or
Twice a

Year

a

About Once Only Never
AMonth Once or

Twice a
Year

Almost About tAbout Once
Every Once a A Month
Day Week

Almost About
Every Once a
Day Week

Almost About
Every- Once a

1773Y Week

Only ,Never

Once or'
Twice a
Year

About Once Only Never
A Monti Once or

Twice a
Year

About 'Once Only Never
A Month Once or

Twice a
Year

In Every In Most Sometimes
Cffise Cases

Seldom N er

In Every In Most SompOmes Seldom Never
Cade Cases

4106



Parental Behavior. -3

(DP) 27.

(Pro) 26.

(pro) 29.

(Pro) 30.

(Pow)

a

31.

(Pow) 32.

(Pow) 33.

(AD) 34.

(AD) 35.

(AD) 36.

(AP) 37,

(AP) 38.

(4P) 39.

(PD) 40.

tle..punish hicher by taking
his/her favorite things away.

U go with hi /her when het
she goes someplace for the
first time to:P.Aake sure that
everything goes well.

We worry that he/she can't
take care of him/her-self.

400

We won't.le hdp/her roam
around bec2use something might
happen to him/her.

We insist that he/she get per-
missfon before going to a movie
a carnival, or sa7Q other
entertainmznt,

We want to know exactly how
he/she splsn'ds his/her money
when he/she wants to buy some
little thing for him/herself.

We tell him/her exactly when
he/she should, come home.

We insist,that he/she make a
special effort in everything
he/she does.

We demand that he/she do a
better job than other children.

We insist that he/she get par:
tisularly good marks in school.

0

We act disappointed and sad
when he/she misbehaves.

We make him/her feel ashamed
oroguilty when he/she
misbehaves.

We tell him/her "I don't want
to 'have any more to do With
you" when he/she misbehaves.

4nishi,ngWe are just when
him/her.

In Every I,n Most:Sometimes Seldom Never

Crane Casep

In Every In Most -Sometimes Seldom Never

Case Gases

'Almost
Every
Day

In Every
Case

In Every
Case

About About Once Only Never

Oncefra A Month Once or
Week Twice a

Year

In Most SOE3tiE20 Seldom Never

Cases

.Most SOESti223 Weldon Never

Cases

In EveryEvery In Most
Case Cases

SOMtiM2S

N

In Every In Most Sometimes

Case Cases

Seldom Never

Seldom Never

in Every In Most Sometimes Seldom Never

Case Cases

In Every
Case

In Every
Case

0
In Most
Cases

In Most
Cases

Sometimes Seldom Never

Sometimes Ndom Never

In Every In Most Sometimes Seldom NeVer

Case Cases

In Every In Most Sotetimes Seldom Never

Case Cases

In Every Iv Most Sometimes Seldom Never

Case Cases

In Every In Most Sometimes Seldom Never

Case Cases

.407-



Parental Behavior. -4

(PD) 41.

(PD) 42.

(I) 43.

(I) 44.

401

When he/she must do something
we emplain why.

We find it difficult to
punish hi /her.

lie/she can talk ueinto
most anything.

We let hi® her off ea4
when he/she misbehavies.

Subscales

N - Nur7rance

AR - Affective Reward

IC - Instrumental Co panionship

AC Affiliative Companionship

Pre - Prescriptive

SI - Social Isolation

ER - Enpressive Rejection

PP - Physical punishment

DP - Deprivation of Privileges

Pro - Plotectiveness

Pow - Power

AD - Achievement Demands

AP - Affective Punishment

PD - Principled Discipline

ulgence

43

In Every In Most Sometimes 'Seldom Never
C se Cases

6

In Every In Most Sometimes Seldom Never
Case Cbses

In Every In Most SOM2t1228 SeldOm Never
Case Cases . h

In Every In Most Sometimes Seldom Never
Case Cases

a



ti

Poientd Rej6ction of Child.

402

7

About
What would yo.i say about t4lUe statements?' Moot 'half

Don't of the of the
Know Alwayo Ti Ti P? '-Seldom Never

1. uould help him/her if he/
ohe were zomet into
ceriouc trot le.

2. We find fault euith h m/her even
uhen he/ohe doesn.'t deserve
it.

3. We really care about him/her.

4. We ore dioostisfied with the
things hd/she does.

5. We blrkme him/her for all our
proble=.

409

7
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Parental Demands for Academic Achievement.

1. Hou such' importance do you and your spouse place on your child getting

high grades in school?

A. A great deal

B. fair amount

2. Hoer

C. Not too much

D. Hard y any

h importance do you and your spoils

high school?

A. A great deal

B. A fair

3. Hoe ouch

:1110ount

O

place on your child co

C. Not too much

D. Hardly any

1

ortance do you and your spoUse place on your child

"completing college?

A. A great deal C. Not-too much

B. A fair

0

St MD*unt D. Hardly any

ITTleting



.13

404

1Battery:

1. Has ceither of your parents ever beaten you really hard?

Yes No

2. Have you ever been beaten by"either of your parents so badly that it made
you sick? a

Yes No

3. Have you ever received marks or bruises'frolAiMting given by either of your
Parents?

Yes No

411

0
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APPENDIX E

Tables of Scaled Variables

fogy the Etiological Typology

4 2
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426

Var.

No.

Table

Variable

F 7

Type 1

Tabulation of Runaway Episode (Youth-Reported)
Which Month Youth Left

Type 2 Type 3 Type 4 Type 5 Type 6 Type 7

285 Month Ran N % N % N % 11°% II% N% NZ
January 2 10 1 7 3 8 5 24 6 29 5 17 3 14

February 1 5 0 0 3 8 0 0 0 0 1 4 2 10

March 2 10 2 12 1 3 0 0 2 10 0 0 0 0

April 1 5 0 0 3 8 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

May 0 0 1 7 2 5 0 0 0 0 1 4 1 5

June 1 5 ,. 3 20 4 10 1 5 0 0 4 14 1 5

July 2 10 2 12 1 3 1 5 1 4 4 14 2 9

August 1 5 1 7 2 5 0 0 1 4 4 14 2 10

Septeaber 0 0 0 0 5 13 3 14 2 10 2 7 2 9

October 5 25 4 28 4 10 4 19 1 4 3 11 2 10

Novesber 2 10 0 0 .. 2 5 6 28 5 24 3' 11 2 9

(,) Decen6er 1 5 0 0 7 17'\ 0 0 2 10 1 4 2 10

Missing
Observations 2 10 1 7 2 5 1 5 1 5 0 0 2 9

n.



Table F 8

427

lation of Runaway Episode (Youth-Reported)
Length of Time Gone

1

a

Var.
No. Variable Type 1 Type 2 Type Type 4 Type 5 Type 6 Type

286 Gone OvernighONZNZNZNZNZNZN
No 6 30 3 20 5

Yea 8 40 9 60 20

Missig
Observations 6 30 3 20 14

4"

43 4

13 1 5 2 10 2 7 0
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APPENDIX G

0

Global Comparisobs

Between Runners and Non-runners .

on all Scaled Variables

for

1. Age

2. Sex

3. Social lass.

4. Ethnicity

5. Purposive and Probability Sample

4 5 3
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Table G-1 4 Global Differences Between Runners and Non-runaways on Parent
Characteristics: Using. One-way ANOVA

2

Proba- 3

1 bility Purposive
Var Variable Non- Sample Sample F- Prob Group
No Name Runners Runners Runners Ratio Level Separation

N = 312 N = 44 N = 139

001 Parent,self-esteem 32.0 30.1 31.3 5.1 .006 172

002 Parental social
,

estrangement 12.8
\ ....

13.5 13.2 2.2 .111

003 Parental powerlessness 6.6 7.3 6.5 5.5 .004 2,1,3

004 Parental attitudes
against self deviance 45.7 44.3 44.4 . 3.7 .025

0

laps, Life events scale 15.0 15.6 16.9 22.7 .000 371,2

006 Marital conflict 7.4 8.0 7.7 1.0 .373

007 Parental dis-
. satisfaction 22.5 24.7 28.3 ' 42.1 .000 3? 271

008 Parental achieve-
ment demands 10.1 9.7 9.7 6.1 .002 1,72,3

009 Parental attitudes
against child's
deviance 51.1

0

49.2 49.7 5.4 .005 17 2,3

025 Parental negative
labeling 12.8 18.2 21.5 96.6 .000 3> 2 71

451
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Table G-2 Global Differences Between Runaways and Non-runaways on iarent-

Child Relatinnships using One-way ANOVA

Var Variable
No Name

1

Non-
Runners

2

Proba-
bility

Sample
Runners

010 Nurturance 13.5 12.1

011 Affective reward 13.2 12.0

012 Instrumental
companionship 11.8 11.0

013 Affiliative 12.4 ' 11.3

Companionship

014 Prescriptiveness 13.3 12.9

015 Social isolation 5.5 6.7

016 'Deprivation of
privileges 7.2 7.4

017 Protectiveness 9.1 8.9

01 Power 11.2 ' 10.8

019 Achievement demands 8.7 8.4

020 Affective
punishment 7.3 8.8

021 Principled
discipline 11,2 10.8

022 Indulgence 4.6 5.2

023 Enpressive rejeation 6.7 7.9

024 Physical punishment 4.6 . 4.2

ti

452

3

Purposive
Sample F- Prob Group

Runners ,Ratio Level Se ara ion

12.1

12.5

10.0

11.5

12.7

6.3

7.9

9.3

10.9

8.6

5.4

11.2

5.3

8.4

5.1

-g.a.S

48.6 .000 1 12,3

13.5 .000 1> 2,3

26.1 .000 1,213

21.1 .000 11 2,3

9.9 .000 it> 3

5.2 .006 -2,3?. 1

4.4 .012 3;>1

.266 .76

.669
. 0

.513
I

.206 .814

10.8 .000 3,2 11

1(9 .149

9.6 .000 3,2'11

21.7 .000 1,2;>1

3.3 .038

O
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Table

Var

No.

cp.

G Global Differences BetwZn Runaways and Non-runaways on
School Variables

2 3

1 Prob. Purposive
Non- Sample Sample F- Prob. Group

Variable Name Runners Runners Runners Ratio Level Separation
N=312 N=44 N=139

026 Grade in English 3.8 3.5 3.2 18.2 .000 17 3,2

027 Overall grade 3.8 3.{ 3.2 27.9 .000 17 2,3

028 Track 2.4 1.9 2.1 7.9 .000 17 2,3

029, ReWated grade `1.2 1.4 1.5 5.8 .003 371
C

010 Time spent extra-mural
activities

2.5 2.3 2.1 3.0 .051 17 3

031 School involvement,
(reversed score)

3.2 3.9 3.7 17.6 .000 3,271

032 Aspiration for involvement 2.4 3.2 3.0 11.1 .000 3,271
(reversed score)

033 Involvement/aspiration
disjunction

'0.9 0.7 0.8 0.4 .675

034 Negative labeling by
teachers

14.2 18.6 19.0 30.3 .000 2,3> 1

035 Educational aspiration 4.1 3.2 3.1 29.7' .000 1 3,2

036 Educational expectations 3.8 2.9 3.0 20.9 .000 1> 2,3

037 Educational aspirations/
expectation disjunctiOn

0.4 0.3 0.3% 0.6 .565

038 Occupational aspiations 2.6 3.5 3.4 8.2 .000

.039 Occupational expectations 2.4 2.3 2.4 0.2 .818

040 Attitudes to school 31.6 25.3 23.9 93.2 .000 I.?' 3,2

453
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Table G-4 Global Differences Between Runaways and flon-runaways on Peer
Variables: One-way ANOVA

Var Variable
No Name

041 Number of friends

042 Time spent with
friends

043 .'dime spent with

parents

044 Time spent with
self

045 Commitment to
peers

046 Normative pressure
of friendship group

047 Friends delinquency

0

UP,

2

Proba- 3

1 bility Purposive
Non- Sample Sample F- Prob Group
Runners Runners Runners Ratio Level Separation

3.2 3.1 3.5 3.2 .041

4
3.3 3.9 3.8 6.2 .002

3.5 2.8 2.8 10.4 .000 1;>20

3.0 3.2 3.5 5.4 .005 3;>1

4.6 4
#
9 4.9 1:6 .210 kr-

30.1 23.7 24.1 83.4 .000 2,3<1

23.7 32.4 33.1 107.9 .000 2,3>1
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Table G-5 Global Differences Between.Runaways
Child Relations -- Child's Perception:

2,

Proba-
1. bility

Var Non- Sample
No. Variable Name Runners Runners

Purposive

and Non-runaways on Parent
One-Way ANOVA

4 3

Sample F- Prob. Group
Runners Ratio 'Level Separation

N=312 N=44 N=139
048 Affective reward 12.7 10.5 10.8 32.3 .000 11 2,3

..049 Instrumental 11.6
companionship

9.2 8.9 37.6 .000 1? 2,3

Affiliative
050- f---lib

companionship 9.6 9.7 25.5 .000 172,3

051 Prescriptiven,ss 13.4 13.0 12.6 8.2 .000 17 3

052 Social isolation 5.5 5.1 6.0 2.1 .129

053 Expressive rejection 8.2 9.2 10.4 23.1 .000 371,2

054 Physical punishment 5.0 5.0 5.8 3.6- .027
4

055 Protectiveness 8.7 7.7 8.9 2.2 .115

056 Nurturance 12.2 10.2 9.7 50.9 .000 1;>3,2

057 Deprivation of 6.2
privileges

6.5 7.5 10.9 .000 3? 1

058 Child power 10.5 9.0 10.6 3.4 4.033 3,172

059 Achievement demands 9.1 9.0 9.1 0.0 .967

060 Affective 9, 8.0
punishment

8.2
J

9.7 22.4 .000 371,2

061 Principle discipline 10.4 9.4 8.9 19.2 .000 173,2

0062 Indulgence 4.9 5.0 4.7 0.8 .463

063 Child's perception
of parents' 25.2

dissatisfaction
26.3 q 27.6 8.6 .000 371

064 Child's rejection 13.7
of parents

17.3 18.2 31.4 .000 2,37 1

065 Child's perception 8.2

of parental rejection
10.6 11.6 57.6 .000 2,171

066 Differential 17.7
treatment

18.4 20.9 28.9 .000 371,2

067 Perceived marital 7.1
conflict

10.4 9.1 19.2 .000 3,27 1

073 Battery 31.6 32.8 33.3 10.4 .000 3 ? 1

455
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4

Table

Var
No.

G-6 Global Differences Between Runaways and Non-runaways on
Personal Variables and Delinquent Behavior

2 3

1 Prob. Purposive
Non- Sample Sample F- Prob. Group

Variable Name Runners Runners Runners Ratio Level Separation
N=312 N=44 N=139

068 Child powerlessness 31.6 32.8 33.3 10.4 .000 3? 1

069 Child self esteem 25.9 24.8 24.4 7.0 .001 173

070 Normlessness 11.1 12.8 13.0 26.2 .000 2,371

071 Societal estrangement 13.3 13.7 13.9 3.5 .032 , 3;71

072 Self reported delinquency

last year

20.0 26.0 ir.6 59.6 .000 3,271
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Table 0-7 Ratios of Parent and Child Perceptions of Their.Waqnnships
Runaway and Non-runaway A-

Var
No. Variable Name

2 3

1 Prob., Purposive
Non- Sample "Sample F- Prob. Group
Runners,Runners Runners Ratio Level Separation
N=312 N=44 N=139

427 PDV/CDV .9 0:9 0.9 0.2 .846

428 MAR/PMAR 1.2 0.9 0.9 15.5 .000 17' 2.3

429 SAT/TT 0.9 1.0 1.0 9.8 .000 3)-1

430 NP/NC 1.2 1.2 1.4 13.6 .000 371,2

431 ARP/ARC 1.0 1.2 1.3 9.4 .000 3,71

432 ICP/ICC 1.1 1.4 1.3 12.0 .00?) 3,221

433 ACP/ACC 1.1 1.3 1.3 7.0 .001 --

434 PREP/PREC 1.0 1.0 1.1 0.7 .485

435 SIP /SIC 1.1 1.7 1.2 6.2 .002 2>1,3

436 DPP/DPC 1.3 1.4 1.3 0.5 .612 --

437 PROP/PROC 1.2 1.2 1.1 0.3 .726

438 POWP /POWC '1.2 1.3 1.1 1.7 .188

439 ADP/ADC 1.0 1.1 1.1 0.1 .909
I

440 APP/APC 1.0 1.2 0.9 3.0 .050 27 3,1

44,1 PDP/PDC 1.1 1.3 '1.4 14.6 .000 37 1

442 IP/IC 1.1 1.1 1.3 9.3 .000' 3,1

443 ERP/ERC 0.9 0.9 0.9 0.1 .948

444 PPP /PPC 1.0 0.9 1.0 1.0 .369

* See pages 7,9-82 for a key to these acronyms. A P or C at the end indicates
parent or youth measure, respectively. In each case, the parent measure is
numerator of the ratio.
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Var.
No.

Table G-8 Family Moving History
6

Variable Probability Purposive

84 Number of Moves in
Last 5 Years

0 24 73 89 63

1-5 9
0

27 50 36

0 0 2 1

3.5

Var.
No. Variable Probability Purposive

88 Numbel of Moves to
Different Mulls in
Last 5 Years N % N %

0 23 70 103 73

1-5 10 30 36 26

)5 0 0 2 1

Var.

No. Variable Probability Purposive

89 Number of Moves in
Last Year

0 31 94 126 89

1 2, 6 14 10

2-3 0 0 1 1

3 0 0 0 0

C53
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Var.

No.

Table G-9 Adult Demographic Variables

Probability PurposiveVariable

117 Unemployed in Last
2 Years?

No 30 79 62 86

Yes 8 21 10 14

Var.

No. Variable Probability Purposive

118 Frequency of Unemployment N

1 5 62 5 71

2-3 3 38 2 29

>3 0 0 0 0

Var.

No. Variable Probability Purposive

122 Attendance
Activities

at. Religious

(Times/Month)

0 13 44 31 28

Q1 0 0 .2 2

1-3 6 20 37 33

4-5 6 20 28 25

>5 5 16 13 12

45



Var.

No.

220 Age

Table G-10 Youth Demographic Variables-

Variable

10-13
14-15
16+ J

Probability Purposive:

4 12

9 26
22 62

N

19 15

54 42

56 43

Var.

No. Variable Probability Purposive

221 Ethnicity

Non-Anglo
Anglo

227 21 28

27 79 101 78

-Var.
No. Variable Probability Purposive

229 Attendance at Religious Acti-
vities (Times/Month) N -Z

0 10 45
Q1 .0 0'

1-3 5 23

4-5 5 23

1.5 2 9

0

24 33

2 3

23 31

17 23
7 10
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Table

Var
No.

G-11 Global Differences Between Non-anglos and Anglos on Parent
Characteristics: One-way ANOXIA

1
Yv

Non- 2 F- Prob. Group

Variable Name Anglos Anglos Ratio Level Separation
N 35 N = 128

001 Parent self-esteem 31.3 30.8 0.3 .589

002 Parental social
estrangement

14.1 12.9 /6.5 .011 172

000 Parental Powerlessness
i

7.2 6.8 2.1 .153

004 Parental attitude against
self deviance

43.5 44.6 1.0 .315

005 Life events scale 16.B 16.7 0.0 .861

006 Marital conflict 7.4 8.0 0.6 .448

007 Parental dissatisfaction 29.7 26.9 5.3 .022 1272

008 Parental achievement
demands

9.'8 9.6 0.5 .491

a

009 Parental attitudes against
child's deviance

50.1 49.4 0.4 .506

025, Parental negative labeling 23.5 20.1 5.9 .016 112

1

X61
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.00

Table G-12 Global Differences Between Non-anglos and Anglos on Parent-
Child Relationships: One-way OVA .

Var
No. Variable Name

1

Non
Anglos

2 F-
Anglos Ratio

Prob.

Level
Group

Separation
N = 35 N = 128

010 Nurturance 12.0 12.2 0.2 .646 -

011 Affective reward 11.8 12.6 5.0 .027 271

012 Instrumental companionship 9.3 10.5 4.0 .046 2'71

013 Affiliative companionship 11.4 11.4 0.0 .998

014 Prescriptiveness 12.7 12.7 0.0 '.963

015 Social isolation 7.1 6.3 1.3 .254

016 Deprivation-of privileges 8.9 7.5 9.8 .002 172

017 Protectiveness 9.4 9.0 0.4 .526

10,8 Power 11.4 10.7 1.5 .221

019 Achievement demands 9.6 8.2 7.5 .007 17 2

020 Affective punishment 9.1 8.4 0.8 .378

,4
021 Principled discipline 11.2 11.1 0.3 .603

.022 Indulgence 4.8 5.5 6.2 .014 2/1

023 Expressive rejection 8.9 8.1 2.5 .116

024 Physical punishment 6.0 4.6 10.6 001 1.;'>2

4b2
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Table

Var
No.

G-13 Global Differences Between Non-Anglos and Anglos on School
Variables: One-way ANOVA

1

Non 2 F- J'rob. Group

Variable Name Anglos Anglos Ratio Level Separation
N= 35 N = 128

026 Grade in English 3.1 3.3 .5 .468

027 Overall grade 3.2 73.2 .0 .925

028 Track 2.0 2.1 .4 .546

029 Repeated grade
l

1.4 1.4 .0 .831

030 Tai e spent extra-mural
ac ivities

2.2 2.2 .1 ..754

031 School involvement 3.7 3.8 .2 .639

(reversed score)

032 Aspiration for involvement 2.7 3.2 2.7 .102 --
(reversed score)

033 Involvement/aspiration
disjunction

1.0 .7 1.6 .214

034 Negative labeling by
teachers

18.9 18.9 .0 .982

035 Educational aspirations 2:9 3.2 1.1 .288

036 Educational expectations 2.7 3.0 1.2 .282

. .

037 Educational aspirational
expectation disjunction

.4 .3 .3 .581

038 Occupational aspirations 3.3 3.5 .2 .647

039 Occupational expectations 2.5 2.4 .4 .548

040 Attitudes to school 25.1 24.0 .9 .351

4 63
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Table 6-14 Global Differences Between Runaways Anglos and Non-anglos on
Peer Variables

Var
No. Variable Name

1

Non-
Andlos

2

Anglos
F=

Ratio,.

Prob. Group
Level ,Separation

N 35 N=128 - .

041' Number of friends 3.8 3.3 3.6 .060

042 Tine spent with friends 3.8 3:8 0.0 .907

043 :rime spent with parents 3.0 2.8 0.4 .526

044 Time spirit with self 3.4 3.5 0.1 .744

045 Commitment to peers 4.3 5.1 5.9 .017 I), 1

046 Normativepressure of

friendship group
23.3 24.3 1.3 .264

047 Friend's delinquency 34.6 32.6 1.6 .213

Q

6
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Table

Var
No.

G-15 Global Differences Between Non-anglOs and Anglos on Parent-
child Relations: Child's Reception: "'One-way ANOVA

1

Non- 2 F- Prob. Group

Variable Name Anglos Anglos Ratio Level Separation
N = 35 N = 128

048 Affective reward 10.7 10.8 .0 .881

049 Instrumental companionship 9.2 8.2 .1 .714

050 Affiliative companionship 10.0 9.7 .4 .553

051 Prescriptiveness , 13.2 12.6 2.6 .107

052 Social isolation ,, 6.2 5.7 1.1 .293

053 Expressive rejectf9n 10.7 10.1 0.9 .332

(Z:>.

054 Physical punishment 6.3 5.4 2.3 :128

055' Protectiveness 9.3 8.5 2.4 .120

056 Nur
ft

urance 10.1 9.7 0.6 .445

057 Deprivation of priveleges 7.9 7.1 1.9 .169

058 Child power 10.1 .10.3 0.1 .798

059 Achievement demands 9.7 8.9 2'.1 .148

060 Affective punishment 9.5 9.4 0.1 .738

061 Principle discipline 8.9 9.0 0.0 .833

062 Indulgence 4.1 4.9 5.7 .018 271

063 Child's perception of
parents' dissatisfaction

28..0 27.2 0.6 .424

064 Child'g2rejection of
parents

16.3 18.4 . 3.0 .086

065 Child's perception of
parental rejection

11.5 11.3 0.1 .789

066 Differential treatment 20.4 20.3 0.0 .986

067 Perceived marital conflict 8.8 9.6 0.7 .415

073 Battery '4.2 4.0 0.5 .482

46,5



459

Table G -16 Global Differences Between Non-angloo and Anglos on Personal
Variables and Delinquent Behavior: One-way ANOVA

Var
No. Variable Name

1

Von-
Anglos

2

Arnfd_os

F-

Ratio
Prob. Group
Level Separation

N = 35 N = 128 ,=d.

068 .Child powerlesoness 33.6 33.1 0.6 .427
o

069 Child self-es tei0m 24.2 24.6 0.3 .588

070 Normiessnebb 13.6 12.8 2.9 .091

071 Societal estrangement 14.5 13.7 3.7 .056

072 Self reported oelinquency 26.8 25.4 1.2 .283

074

075

Last year SRD before
running,

SRD while running

26.8

23.2

27.3

23.2

.01

1.6

.754_

.208

466
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Table G-17

0 460

Ratios of Parent and Child Perceptions of Their RelationshiW,

1 1
Var Non 2 F- Prob. Group
No. Variable Name Anglos Anglos Ratio Level Separation

N = 35 N = 128 -

427. PDV/CDV 0.9 0.9 4.4 . .038 2 7 1

428 NAR/PMAR 0.9 0.9 0.1 .809

429 SAT/PSAT ( 1.1 1.0 3:6 .060

430 NP/NC 1.3 1.4 0.2 .697

431' ARP/ARC 1.3 1.3 0.2 .648

432 ICPIICC 1.2 1.4 1.6 '.215

/
433 ACP/ACC .., 1.3 1.3 0.2 .693

, 434 PREP/PREC 1.0 1.1 O. .407

435 SIP/SIC 1.4 1.3 0.0 .924

436 DPP /DPC 1.4 1.3 0.9 .341

437 PROP/PROC 1.1 1.2 0.5 .485

438 PONP/POWC 1.3 1.1 1.2 .266

439 ADP/ADC 1.1 1.1 0.1 .753

440 ADP/ADC 1.1 1.0 0.9 .337

441 PDP/PDC 1.4 q. 1.3 0.4 .547

442 IP/IC 1.4 1.3 : 2.4 .122

, 443 '''4 ERP/EkC 0.9 0.9 0.2 .619

444 PPP/PPC 1.1' 1.0 1.6 .202

* See pages 79-82 for a key to these acronyms. A P or C at the end indicates
parent o; youth measure, respectively. In each case, the parent measure is
the numerator of the ratio.

467
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Table

Var

G-18 Global Differences Between Runaways from Three Social
Levels on Pant Characteristics

Class Class Class F- Prob.

Class

Group
No. Variable Name 1 2 3 Ratio Level Separation

N=44 N=51 N=,47

01 Parent self esteem 31.9 31.9 30.7 1.0 .349

002 Parent social estrangement 11.7 13.0 14.4 16.9 .000 3? 27 1

003 Parental powerlessness 6.5 6.5 7.1 2.5 .088

094 Parental attitude against 44.6 45.0 43.8 b.6 .541
self defiance

a

4

005 Life events scale 16.3 16.7 16.3 0.3 .716

006 Marital conflict 7.3 8.4 7.4 1.6 .213

007 Parental dissatisfaction 26.0 26.4 29.4 4.0 :021 32. 1,2

008 Parental achievement
demands

10.0 9.5 9.5 1.6 .198

009 Parental attitudes against
child's defignce

49.0 '49.6 48.9 0.2 .821

025 Farental negative
labeling

20.3 19.1 21.6 1.5 :221

4468
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Table

Vag
'No.

G-19 Global Differences Between Runaways From Three
Levels on Parent Child Relationships

Class Class Class F-
Variable Name 1 2 3 Ratio

Soclal

Prob.

Level

Class

Group
Separation

N=44 N=51 N=47

010 Nurturance 12.0 12.5 12.0 1.7 .185

011' Affective reward 12.6 12.6 12.3 0.5 .609

012 Instrumental companionship 10.7 9. 10.8 1.4 .247

013 Affiliative companionship 11.3 11. .; 11.8 1.4 .249

014 Prescriptiveness 12.3 12.7 13.1 3.7 .026 371

015 Social isolation
k

5.3 6.0 7.8 5.1 .008 31 1,2

01% Deprivation ofl
privileges

7.3 7a4 8.4 2.8 .067

017 Protectiveness 8.6 8.5 9.5 1.7 .182

018 Power 9.9 10.4 11.9 4.5 .013 371,2

019 Achievement demands 7.8 8.2 9.1 3.2 .044 37 1

020 Affective punishment 8.1 8.4 9.0 0.5 .600

021 Principled digcipline 11.3 11.1 , 11.3 0.3 .734

022 Indulgence 5.6 5.5 5.1 1.0 .368

023 Expressive rejection . 8.1 7.7 8.2 0.5 .586

024 Physical punishment 4.2 4.4 5.2 4.0 .021 371,2

4.69



463

Table

Var

No.

G-20 Global Differences Between Runaways From Three
Levels on School Variableg

Class Class Class F-

Variable Name 1 2 3 Ratio

Social

Prob.
Level

Class

Group
Separation

N=44 N=51 N=47

026 Grade in English 3.4 3.4 3.0
t

1.6 .199

027 Overall grade 3.4 3.4 3.0 4.3 .016 2,1> 3

028 Track 2.3 2.1 1.8 3.7 .030 2,17 3

029 Repeated grade. 1.4 1.4 1.6 2.1. .126

030 Time spent extra mural
activities

2.2 2.2 2.0 0.4 .697

031 School involvement 4.0 3.6 3.9 1.1 .322

(reversed score)

032 Aspiration for involvement 3.5 3.0 3.0 1.1 .327

(reversed score)

033 Involvement/aspiration 0.6 0.7 1.0 1.7 .187

'disjunction

034 Negative labeling by
teachers

19.1 17.8 19.5 i0.7 .485

035 Educational aspiration 3.6 3.0 2.6 5.8 .004 17 3,2

036 Educational expectations 3.4 2.8 2.5 5.0 .008 '17 3

II

037 Educational irations/
expectation dim junction

0.2 0.3 0.3 0.) .905

038 Occupational aspirations 3.5 3.0 3.9 1.6 .208

039 Occupational expectations 2.4 2.4 2.3 0.6' .574

040 Attitudes to school 24.3 24.0 23.7 0.1 .896

ff
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Table

Var
No.

0-21 Global Differences Between Runaways Three Social Class
Levels on Peer Variables

Class Class Class F- Prob.

Variable Name 1 2 3 Ratio Level
Group

Separation
N=44 N=51 N=47

041 Number of friends 3.1 3.2 3.8 3.5 .032 37192

042 Time spent"with friends 3.7 3.7 4.0 0.4 .656

043 Time spent with parents 2.4 2.8 3.4 4.1 10018 3* 1

044 Time spent with self 3.9 3.7 2.9 5.3 .006 2,17 3

045 Commitment to peers 5.1 4.8 5.2 0.4 .671

046 Normative pressure of
friendship group

23.3 25.9 23.4 4.8 .0I0 27,1,3

047 Friends' delinquency 33.2 32.4 32.9 0.1 .891

O

41
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Table

Var
No.

G-22 Global Differences Between Runaways From
Levels on Parent-child's Reception: One-way

Class Class Class

Variable Name 1 2 3

Three

F-

Ratio

Social
ANOVA

Prob.
Level

Class

Group
Separation

N=44 N=51 N=47

048 Affective reward 10.4 10.8 10.8 0.2 .795

049 Instrumental companionship 8.8 8.6 9.4 , 0.6 .551

050 9.6 9.3 10.0 0.6 .538 .

051 Prescriptiveness 12.8 12.5 12.7 0.2 .844

052 Social isolation 5.5 5.5 5.9 0.3 .765

053 Expressive rejection 10.6 10.3 9.9 0.4 .644

054 'Physical punishment 5.4 5.2 5.9 0.5 .610'

055 Protectiveness 8.0 7.9 9.1 2.6 .077

0

056 Nurturance 9.4 9.6 9.9 0.4 .686

057 Deprivation of privileges 7.4 6.7 7.7 1.3 .268

058 Child power 1.0.3 8.9 10.7 3.2 --1642 3; 2

059 Achievement demands 9.0 8.4 9.6 1.6 .208

060 Affective punishment 9.6 9.7 9.3 0.3 .712

061 Principle discipline 8.9 9.3 8.7 Y).8 .441

062 Indulgence 5.0 4.9 4.6 0.7 .492

063 Child's perception of
parent's dissatisfaction

25.9 26.9 28.6 3.0 .052 3> 1

064 Child's rejection of
parents

19.6 17.9 17.1 1.9 .155

065 Child's perception of
parental rejection

11.2 11.2 11.6 0.2 .852

066 Differential treatment 20.5 19.8 21.0 0.7 .513

067 Perceived marital conflict 8.1 10.1 9.
0
2.3 .102

073 Battering 4.1 4.0 4.2 0.2 .824

672
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Table G 23 Variable Global Differences Between Runaways from Three Social
Class 1,:avels on Personal Variables and Delinquent Behavior

Var
No. Variable Name

Class
1

Class
2

Close
3

F-

Ratio
Prob. Group
Level Separation

N=44 N=51 N=49

068 Child powerlessness 32.3 32.6 34.7 6.3 .002

069 Child self esteem 24.6 24.7 23.8 0.7 .518

070 Normlessness 13.6 12.7 12.9 1.8 , .178

071 Societal estrangement 13.5 13.5 14.3 2.3 .109

072 Self reported delinquency
last year

25.6 25.2 25.9 0.1 .863

074 Self reported delinquency
before running

28.0 27.6 27.2 0.1 .889

075 Self reported delinquency
during running

21.9 2,1.4 23.1 0.8 .474
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Table G-24 Ratios of Parent and Child Perceptions of the'ir Relationships:
Class Breakdowns*

Var Class Class Class F- Prob. Group
No. Variable Name 1 2 3 Ratio Level Separation

N=44 N=51 N=49

427 PDV/CDV 0.9 0.9 0.9 0.4 .663

428 MAR/PMAR 0.9 0.9 0.9 0.8 .452

429 SAT/PSAT 1.0 1.0 1.0 0.3 .754

430 NP/NC 1.0' 1.4 1.4 0.2 .842

431 ARP/ARC . 1.3 1.3 1.3 0.1 .926

432 ICP/ICC 1.5 1.3 1.3 1.0 .362

433 ACP/ACC 1.3 1.3 1.4 0.7 .513

434 PREP/PREC 1.0 1.0 1.0 0.6 .538

435 SIP/SIC 1.0 1.3 1.8 3.0 .057

436 DPP/DPC. 1.1 1.4 1.3 1.4 .249

437 PROP /PROD 1.1 1.2 1.1 0.8 .446 -z

438 PCUP/POWC 1.0 1.3 1.2 2.0 .149

439 ADP/ADC 1.0 1.1 1.1 0.3 .747

440 APP/APC 0.9 0.9 1.0 0.9 .393

441 PDP/PDC 1.4, 1.3 1.4 0.5 .624

442 IP/IC 1.3 1.3 1.2 0.2 .812

443 ERP/ERC 0.8 0.8 1.0 1.2 .295

444 PPP/PPC 0.9 1.0 1.0 2.3 .104
0

* See pages 79-82 for a key to the acronyms. A P or C at the end indicates
parent or child measures, respectively. In each case, the parent measure

is the numerator of the ratio.



Table G-25 Global Differences Between 10-13 Year Olds, 14-15 Year Olds

and 16+ Year Olds on Parent Characteristics: One-way ANOVA

c=='

Var 1 2 3 F- Prob. Group

No. Variable Name 10-13 14-15 16+ Ratio Level Separation

N=23 N=63 N=78

001 Parental self-esteem 26.9 31.3 31.7 10.7 .000 2,37 1

002 Parental social estrangement 13.7 12.9 13.2 .9 .428

003 Parental powerlessness 7.5 6.8 6.7 3.1 .046 172,3

004 Parental attitude against
self deviance

42.4 43.'9 45.2 2.4 .095

005 Life events$scale 16.7 16.7 16.7 .0 .997

006 Marital conflict 7.9 7.8 7.9 .0 .975

-007` Parental dissatisfaction 27.2 28.0 27.1 .4 .684

'008 Parental achievement
demands

9.9 9.6 9.6 .4 .677

009 Parental attitudes against
child's deviance

48.3 50.0 49.5 .8 .469

025 Parental negative labeling 20.7 22.7 19.2 4.0 .021 27 3

g'

7 rb



Table G-26

469

Global Differences Between 10-13 Year Olds, 14-15 Yegr Olds,
and 16+ Year Olds on Parent-child Relationaships: One-way ANOVA

Var

No. Variable Name
1

10-13
2

14-15
3 F- Prob. Group

16+ Ratio Level Separation
N =23 N =63 N=78

010 Nurturance 12.0 12.1 12.2 .1 .929

011 Affective reward 12.3 12.3 12.6 .7 .512

012 Instrumental companionship 4.0 2.8 2,8 1.1 .350 --

013 Affiliative companionship 12.1 11.4 11.2 2.1

014 Prescriptiveness 13.0 12.6 12.7 .7 .483

015 Social isolation 10.0 7.0 5.1 18.0 .000 17 27 3

016 Deprivation of privileges 9.0 7.8 7.5 3.p .036 172,3

017 Protectiveness 11.2 9.2 8.4 8.3 .000 172,3)

018 Power 13.4 11.3 9.7 14.7 .000 17 2 73
019 Achievement demands 9.5 8.4 8.4 .184

020 Affective punishment 11.0 8.4 7.9 5.5 .005 17 2,3.

021 Principled discipline 11.0 11.0 11.2 ..5 .582

022 Indulgende 5.2 5.5 5.3 .4 .671

023 Expressive rejection 9.1 8.6 7.7 3.7 .027

024 Physical punishment 7.1 5.0 4.3 17.3 .000 17 2,3

4'0 U
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Table G-27 Global-Differences Between 10-13 Year Olds, 14-15 Year Olds,
and 16+ Year Olds on School Variables: One-way ANOVA

Var 1 2 3 F- Prob. Group
No. : Variable Name 10-13 14-15 16+ Ratio Level Separation

N=23 N=63 N=78

026 Grade in English 3.7 3.1 3.2 2.0 .141

027 Overall grade 3.5 3.2 3.2 1.9 .157

028 Tack 1.8 2.1 2.2 1.1 °.353'

029 Repeated grade 1.4 1.4 1.5 .3 .709

030 Time spent extra-mural
activities

2.2 2.0. 2.3 1.2 .296 --

031 School involvement 3.1 4.0 3.7 4.6 .012 293,,1
(reversed score)

032 Aspiration for involvement 2.0 3.2 3.3 7.4 .001 2,371
(reversed score)

033 Involvement/aspiration
disjunction

1.2 .9 .6 3.3 .041

034 Negative labeling by teachers 18.1 21.2 17.2 6.5 .002 273

035 Educational aspirations 3.3 3.0 3.3 .8 .445 --

036 Educational expectations 3.0 2.8 3.0 .4 .689\ --

037 Educationaliaspirational
expectation disjunction

.3 .3 .3 .1 .884

038 Occupational aspitations 3.2 3.3 3.6 .5 .633 --

039 Occupatiorial expectations 2.3 2.4 2.5 1.0 .383

040 Attitudes to school 28.7 23.1 23.9 7.7 .001 17293

477
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Table G-28 Global Differences Between 10-13 Year Olds, 14-15 Year Olds,
and 16+ Year Olds on Peer Variables: One-way ANOVA

Var
NoP. Variable Name

..

041 Number of ffiends

042 Time spent with friends

043 Time spent with parents

044 Time spent with self

045 Commitment to peers

046 Normative pressure of
friendship group

047 Friends' delinquency

473

1

1"0 -13

2

14-15

3 F- Prob. Group
16+ Ratio Level Separation

N=23 1163 N=78

4.1 3.6 3.0 7.6 .001 1,2>3

4.3 3.8 '3.8 1,1 .323

3.4 2.8 2.7 1.7 .183 °-7

2.4 3.9 3.5 9.3 .000 2,3'1 (

5.1 5.1 4.8 .5 .632

25.1 23.8 24.0 .7 .520

29.8 33.6 33.4 2.0 .145

LAI

E:



Table G-29

472

Global Differences Between 10-13 Year Olds, 14-15 Year Olds,

Var
No.

16+ Year Olds on Parent-child Relations:
One-way ANOVA

1 2 3

Variable Flame 10-13 14-15 16+

Child Perceptions

F- Prob. Group
Ratio Level Separation

N ..=23 N r63 N78

048 Affective'reward 11.7 10.8 10.5 1.4
(>,

.253

049 InStrumental companionship 10.9 9.0 8.4 4.5 .012 173,2

050 Affiliative companionship 10.6 9.7 9,4 1.6 .215

051 Prescriptiveness 13.0 12.8 12.5 0.4 .653

052 Social isolation 7.2 6.3 5.0 8.8 .000 2,173

053 Expressive rejection 9.1 11.3 9.6 5.8 .004 2 ?'1,3

054. Physical punishment 6.8 6.3 4.7 7.3 .001 2,173

055 Protectiveness 10.3 8.9 7.9 7.8 .001 17 273

056 Nurturance 11.1 9.8 9.4 3.4 .036 173

057 Deprivation of privileges 7.3 7.9 6.8 2.1 .131

058 Child power 12.3 11.4 8.8 17.8 .000 2173

059 Achievement demands 9.3 9.2 8.9 0.2 .837

060 Affective punishment 9.4 9.9 9.0 1.9 .154

061 ,Principle discipline 9.9 8.8 F(.9 '1.8 .163

062 Indulgence 4.5 4.6 4.9 1.1 .349

063 Child'd perctption of parents'
dissatisfaction

27.8 28.1 26.6 1.5 .218

064 Child's rejection of parents 15.7 19.7 17.3 4.5 .012 271,3

065 Child's perception of
parental rejection

10.5 11.7 11.3 "0.9 .407

066 Differential treatment, 20.8 20.8 20.0 0.5 .628

067 Perceived marital conflict 8.9 9.7 9.4 0.2 .788

073 Battering 4.0 4.1 4.1 0.0 .9'75

4 9
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Table G -30 Global Differences Between 10-13 Year Olds, 14-L5 Year Olds,
16+ Year Olds on Personal Variables and Delinquent Behavior

Var

No. Variable Name
1

10-13

2

14-15
3 F- Prob. Group

16+ Ratio Level Separation
N=23 N=63 N=78

68 Child powerlessness 33.6 3315- 32.8 0.8 .433

69 Child self'esteem 23.7 24.0 25.1 1.8 .166

70 Normlessness 13.2 13.1 12.9 0.2 .807

71 Societal Estrangement 14.4 14.0 13.7 1.1 .337

72 SRD last year 22.6 27.0 25.6 3.7 .026 3,27'1

74 SRD before 22.9 28.2 27.6 4.4 .013 3,2 7 1

75 SRD during 17.9 22.6 22.6 5.1 .007 2,371

0 .
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Table

Var

No,

G-30b Ratios of

Variable Name

Parents and Child Perceptions of Their Relations

1 2 3 F- Pr'ob. Group

10-13 14-15 16+ Ratio Level Separation
N=23 N=6-3 N=78

. /

427 PDV/CDV 0.9 0.9 0.9 ,3.0 .055 _..

`

428 MAR/PMAR '0.9 0.9 0.9 0.1 .909' .
it

429 SAT/PSAT 1.0 1.0 1.0 06 .602

430 ATP /NC 1.2 1.4 1.4 1.0 .359

431 ARP/ARC 1.2 1.3 . 1.3 0.8 .434 '--
- ' v

432 ICB/ICC 1.2 1.3 1.4 0.7 .479 `

433 ACP/ACC 1.i 1.3 1.3 0.1 .887 :

434 PREP/PREC 1.0 1.0 1.0 0.0 .962

435 SIP/SIC 1.9 1.3 1.2 3.2 .045 lA 3

436 DPP/DPC e 1.6 , 1.1 1.4 2.4 .093

437 PROP/PROC 1.2 1.1 1.1' 0.1 .946

438 POWP/POWC 1.1 1.1 1.3 l.9- .149
14Q

439 ADP /ADC 1.1 1.0 1.1 Q.6 .557

440 APP1APC 1.4 0.9 0.9 5.6 .005 17 2,3

441 PDP/PDC 1.2 1.3 1.4 1.8 .161

442 IP/IC 1.3, 1.4 1.2 1.5 .219

443 ERP/ERG 0.8 0.9 7.6 .001 , 17 2,3

444 PPP/PPC * 0 1.2 0.9 1.0 2.9 .055 172

481
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Table G-31 Global Differences Between Males and Females On Parent
Characteristics

filar '

!o. Variable Nime

One-way ANOVA

1 2

Males Females
F-

Ratio

.

o

?rob
Level°
=---0--

,
.777

.27?

.520 ,

.050

Group
Separatio,7

,
4

001 Parent self-esteem,

002 Parental social
'estrangement

003 Parental polierl6ssness
.s.

004 Parental °attitude against
self devianck

N .-... 71

31.0

12.9

6.9

43.3

°N -.... 93

3048

13.3

6

45.1

6.1

a

1.2

0.4

3.9

N

--
a-

005 Life events scale
r

17.0 16.5 lg
,-..

.296

006 Marital conflict 8.4 7.5 2.7 .106

007 Parental dissatisfaction 27.5 27.4 0.0 ...889

008 Parental Achievement
demands f 9.5 9.7 .6 ..452

'009 Parental, attitudes against
child's deviance 48.6 50.3 3.9 .047 27,1

025 Parental negative
labeling , 20.7 20.8 0.0 .925
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lobal Differences .Between Males rand Females on Parent -Child

.0ne-way ANOVA

Var.

No. Variable Name

o

1 2

Males Females
F-

Ratio
Prob
Level

Group
Separation

N= 71, N = 93

10 Nurturance 12.2 12.2 0.0

//-

.988

.

b '

11 Affective .dward 12.2 "12.6 2.4 .120
,0

X12 Instrumental
companionship 10;3 10.2 0.0 .913

...L

13 Affective Companionship.
el

11.4 11:5 q.0 p846

14 Prescriptiveness 12.5 12.8 1.3 .251

15 Social isolation '6.8 6.P 1.3. .249

16 Deprivation of privileges 8.2 7.5 , 3.6 :059,

o

17 Protectiveness 8.5 9.5 4.6 .034 2> 1

18 Power 10.8 10.9 0.0 .836

19 AchievemSnt demands 8.4 8.6 0.3 .569

20 Affective punishment 9.2. 8.0 3%9' .049
7

21 Principled discipline 11.1 11.1 0.0 .982

22 Indulgence 5.1 5.61 4.9 .028 2:

23 Expressive rejection 8.6 8.0 1.9 .164

24 Physical punishment 4.9 4.9 0.0 .894

o a

4 ( Q.1 "
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Global Differences Between Males and Females on School Variables:
One-way ANOVA"

Var
No.

0

Variable Name
1

Males
N = 71

26 Grade in English 3.2

27 Overall grade 3.0

28 Tract
v

2.0

29 Repeated grade 1.5

30 Time spent-extra-mural 2.3

31 School involvement 3.8'

32 Aspiration for involvemInt 3.1

33 Involvement aspiration'
disjunction . 0.8

34 Negative labeling by
teachers 2,0.0

35 Educational aspirations 3.4

36 Educational expectations
r

3.0

37 Educatio 1 spiration-
expectation disjunction 0.4

38 Occupational aspirations 3.6

39 Occupational expectations p2.3

-40 Attitudes to scbool
t

24.0
.

481.

2 F- Prob Group
Females Ratio Level Separation
N = 91

3.3 1.2 .281

3.3 5.2 , .023 2 >1

2.1 1.7 .215

. '1.4 0.9 .346

A.1 0.7 .396

3.7 '0.1 .718

3.0 0.0 .926

0.8 . 0.0 ..844

18.1 3.2 .074

3.0 3.2 .077

2.9 0:6 .441

0.3 0.9 .341

f 3.3 0.8 .375

2.4 0.5 .605

24.5 0.3 .596
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Table G-34 gpbal Differences Between. Males and Female on Peer Variables:
One-way ANOVA

Var
No. Variable Name

1.

Males
2

Females
F-

Ratio

O

Prob
Level

4

Group
Separation

N = 7 1 N 93

41 N firer ofd riends 3.6 3.2 4.1 .043 1>2

42 Ti M2 spent with friends 03.9 3.8 0.4 ..518`° 4
43 Tfine spent with parents 3:0 2.7 1.6 .201

44 Time spent with self 3.4 3.6 " 0.9 .344

45 tment to Peers 4.7 5.1 2.3 .133 ,.Comm

46 Normative pressure of
friendship group, 24.6 23.6 1.6 .213

47 Friends delinquency Q33.1 32.9 . .0 .886

485
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Table G-35 Global. Differences Between Males and Females on Parent-Child

Vir

No.

048

049

050

051

052A

053

054

055

056

057

058 '

059

060 (

061

062

063

O64

065.

066

067

073

`Relations: Child's Perception: One-way ANOVA

VariableNameL
1

Miles
2

Females
4F- \

Ratio
Prob.
Level

.,

N 71. N = 93

Affective reward*. 11.3 10.3 4.6 , .033

Instrumental companionship 9.0 9.0 .0 .902

Affiliative companionship (10.1 9.5 1.9 .175

Prescriptiveness 12.7 12.7 .1 .787

Social isolation 5.3 6.1 3.8 .r.054

Expressive rejection 10.0 10.3 0.3 .616

Physical punishment 5.2 6.0 2.7 .101

Protectiveness 0 8.3 ,8'.9 ' 2.4 .122

Nurturance 10.4 9.4 5.5 .021

Deprivation of privileges. 6.9 7.6 -2:2 .144

Child power 9.8 10.6 2.4 .121

Achievement demands 9.1 9.0 0.0 .862

Affective Punishment 9.0J 9.7 2.9 .091

Principled discipline 09.6 8.5 7.4 .007

Indulgence 4.7 4-7 0.0 .964

Child's perception of
parents' dissatisfaction

27.1 27.5 0.3 .602

Child's rejection of
parents' ,

Child's perceptibn of
parental rejection

176.

10.6

18.2

11.9

0.5

4.6

.483

.033

' Differential treatMe 19.5 21.0 .074

Perceived marital f ct 9.1 9..6 0.4 .509

Battering 7 14.1 k000

Group
Separation

172

271

2.7 1

172

17 2

0,
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""..

Global Differences Between Males and Females on Personal
Variables and DelActuent,Behavior

Var
No. Variable Name

1

Males
2,

Females
,:. N = 71 N = 93

68 Child powerlessness 32.5 33,7

69 Child pelf-esteem 24.8 24.3

70 Normlessness 13.3 12.7

71 Secietal estrangement ,13'.6 14.1'

72 Self reported delinquency
last year

26.7 24.9

74 Self reported delinquency 27.3 27.1
(before running)

75 Self reported'delinquency 22.0 22.0
,(during running)

0

,

487

L

F-. Prob., Group
Ratio Level Separation

,,

4.6 .033 271

0.7 .397

\

2.4 .124 --

2.1 .141

2.8 .096'

OA) .£05

.0.0 .976

I

tt
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Table G-37 Ratios of Parents and Child Perceptions of Thgir Relationships*

Var 1 2 F. Prob. Group

No. Variable iName Males 'Females Ratio Level Separation
N 71 N r=. 93

427 PDV/CDV 0.9 0.9 0.2 .657

428 MAR/PMAR 1.0 0.9 3.9 .052

429 SAT/PA± '1.0 1.0 0.5 .490

430 NA/NC 1.2 1.5, 5.9 .016 2,-1

431 ARP/ARC 1.2 1.4 5.9 .016 271

432 ICP/ICC '1.3 1.4 0.3 .567

433 ACP/ACC 1.2. 1.3 1.4 .246

'434 PREP/EREC 1.0 L.1 0.7 .90

435 SIP /SIC 1.6 1.2 4.1 .046 1,2

436 UPP/DPC 1.4 1.2 : 3.8 .052

437 PROP /PROD' 1.1 '1.2 -0.2.

438 POWP/POWC 1.2 L.1 1.2 .275
O lo

439 ADP/ADC' 1.0 r i . 1 0.5 .499

440 APP/APC 1.1 0.9 6:7' .011 17 2

441 PDP/PDC 1.3 .-1.4 4.7 .032 2

442 IP/IC 1.2 1.4 4.7 .0312 271

443 ERP/ERC 0.9 0.9 0.2 .642
p

0
444 PPP /PFC 1.1 ,1.0 'd 2.5 :116

* See pages 76-79 for a key to the acronyms. A P'or C indicates parent and

child measures, respectively. In each case, the 'patent measure is the

numerator of the ratio.
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APPENDIX H

Correspondence Related to

Selection of Purposive Sample
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,THIRTE.E.IVTH JUDICIAL. DIOTRICT OP COLORADO
STaa.ING, COLORADO 00701

October 32, 1974
O

d

Dr. Tim Brennan,
2305 Canyon Boulevard
Boulder', Colorado 80302

0

Dear Dr. Brennan:

This will acknowledge receipt of your letter.of
October 22 together viith it's enclosure.

I have no juri,sdiction to authorize direct, order,
or in any other manner interfere with thZ 6erationpf'any.
police Department, Sheriff's, Department, Department pf'Social
Servides, et,ceterao

TaLCPC10I'd

In paragraph two on page two of your letter, you state
"Names would'not be needed," and the same thing in paragraph
eour. However, in paragraph five you expect to discuss
matters with the parent and the child: This is .inconSistent
because in order to talk to the parent or child, you would
have tp have some names.

You are perfectly at-liberty to interview any department
you wish and obtain whatever information they wish to
release to you but I will not interfere.

EAW/hrr

Very truly yours,

490

Earl A. Wolv ngto
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DENVER JUVENLE COURT
CITY a ma catmrv. croftDi-N-6

DENVER, COLORADO 00202
303 / 297-2331

Novetaber 26, 1974

Dr. Tim Brennan
Senior Research Associate
Behavioral Research and. Evaluation Corporation

2305 Canyon Boulevard, Suite #101

Boulder, Colorado-80302

Dear gr'.-Brennan:

This letter Will confirm our two prior telephone

conversations of .November 22, 1974 and November 25, 1974,

respectively. I have also examined your Letter directed

to Dr: Don Fuller,,Director of Court Services, dated

Odidber 21, 1974, which included a copy of "A Pilot%Study,

/ to Determine .the Feasibility of Estimating the Incidence

of Runaway" to be conducted by Behavioral Research and

Evaluation Corporation funded by a grant obtained from. tbe

U.S. ?epartment of Health, Education p d Welfarel.

You have requested access to all parental requests

for apprehensions made to the Denver Police Department on

alleged runaway :children during the year of 1974; from

which information you propose to interview a sample of

approximately 150 runaway families, including both the

patents and the minor child. -Although you 'are not request=

ing the name of the family or child, you are requesting

specifically: address, sex, ethnicity; age, date of report-

ed runaway and from this will make an interview contact.

Unfortunately, the release of ,such poliCe information,'

whether the juvenile and his fanny are identified by name

or not, requires a court order which Denver Juvenile Court

cannot authorize. Specifically the Coloradq Children's Code

at 22-2-2 (5) and (6), 1a2._do 1963 as amended provides:

A.

4 )1t.
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ar. Tim Brennan
November 26, 1974
Page 2

(5) (a)' The records of law enforcement officers
concerning all children taken into temporary
custody or. issued a,summons under the provisions
of this article shall be maintained. separately
from the records of arrest and may not be ingpect-

sed,b§-or disclosed to the public including the
names of children taken into temporary custody
or issued a.summons, except:

(b). By order of the court;
(c) Wheil the court orderS the-child to be

held'for crimital prOceedings, as provided in -

,sect6t 22-1-4 (4); or
(d) When .there has.been a. criminal convic-

tip, and a pre-sentence investigation is being
made on an application for probation.
(6) No fingerprint, photograph, name, address, or
other information concerning identity of a child
taken into temporary Custody or issued a summons
-under the 'provisions of this article may be trans -
mitted to the federal bureau of investigation or
any- other person or agency, except a local law '`
enforcement agency when necessary to, assist y1n,
apprehension or to conduct a current investigation,
or when the court orders the child to be held for
criminal proceedings, as provided in section 22-1-4
c4)

r
It is clear from the foregoing that the legislative intent
is to maintain the confidentiality of the juvenile's record.
In addition, the unolicited contact made by Behavioral
Research and Evaluation Corporation withthe juvenile and
his family would constitute an invasion of privacy.

I

Although the purposes of the research project are
laudable and would provide a useful tool for those agencies'
,dealing with juvenile runaways by developing a profile of
the-runaway and his family, the method of-developing data
is in direct conflict with the ColOado-Oildren's Code. ,

I 'sincerely hope you are able to devise another method for
obtaining data to conduct this worthwhile0 study. Perhaps
in the future You should'contact the court and other agencies
from whom data on juveniles is sought before actually commenc-

ing a research Troj

9 2
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pr. T42 Brennan
Norember 26, 1974
Page 3

Vq

I. ust also ipologize for the delaTin'responding td
.your letter -of Pctober,21,._1974.. As you are no doublt,award,'

recentlyresigned as Director of Court Services
ap4 your request was not brought to' my personal attention
util.our converSation-of Kgvembei 22, 1974.

't1 1-can be of anyfuT.ther assistance, please do not
hesitate.to contact Tie

)

Verb, truly rurs

Orrel i e-R. Wee s
PreSiding Judge

OwW:lvp
cc:' Ronald J. Hebbelman, Acting Director of Court Services

William HallmaE;L, Division Chief, Juvenile Delinquency Control
Betty Johnsoni Denver Department of Sacial,SerVices
Larry Grauberger, Juvenile Justice gpecialist, tivisi

of Criminal Justice

A

493
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behavi4ral research anci evalr ration,y corporation
BASIC RESEARCH, PROGRAM E'VALUTION AND CONSULTATION

0

defbert s. elliott, ph.d., director
tim brennon, ph.d., senior research associate

,franklyn vv. dunford, ph.d., senior research associate
.14)

4

.Chief,William Hallman
.-.. Division of Delinquency Control

Denver Police Department'
1257 Champa .

\

Denver-, Colorado 80204-

Dear Chief Hallman:

We are cd(nducting a study of families with children in-the 10-18year
age group. \We would like to be able to interview some of the families which
have been involved in your Juvenile Unit.

We realize that this information. is confidential. HoWaver, in order to
be able to conduct this study we mould like to ba _able to interview a parent
and a youth from each family. Would it be possible for your unit to contact
some of these families to ask theitpermission to allow us to come and inter-
view them. Their confidentiality would be completely protected, and under
government rules for these studies we are bound 1Qo protect the anonydity of
each famAy. Their names and addresses would be destroyed after the interview
was done. Additionally, weoffer$5.00 to each participating family for their,
time. The study deals with services needed by families and is designed to pro-

°
vide inforMhtion on parents and their children.- Parents and children to be
interviewed would have the opportunity to view the entire questionnaire and to
participate in a discussion related to the questionnaire before they decide
whether or not they wish to participate in the survey. We have found that most
people have enjoyed participating in this study and have found it worthwhile to
tell us what they think about families and the services required by families.

January 259 1975,

,

Those families who would enjoy taking part In this study could volunteer
simply by mailing the enclosed post card back to our office.

2305 canyon boulevard, suite

rt

Timothy Brennan
Senior Research Associate

49I )

boulder, coloradO 80302 ° (303) 449-0051
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0

DENVER JUVENHLE COURT
CITY AND4,COUNTY BUILDING

OENVCR,COLORADO 00202
303 / 297 -2331

O

POLICE INTRODUCTION LETTER

Dear Mr.'and Mrs.

We have received a request for names saild addressee of
families to participate in a governmentalresearch survey
of families. This study and the applicable procedures
are explained in the attached lefter.

We are NOT empowered to releAe your name or address and
have no intention of making_these releases to the research
team. However, the researchers ,would greatly appreciate /
your volunteering for this study. if lipu wish to volunteer
you can m0.1 the encloied card to the Asearch agency, which
is ping the survey. .

Your participati9n in thf.s study isoPURELY on a voluntary.
basis and does' not involife'the Police Department. The
only way the researchers wi I find out your name and
address is, tf you mail the nclosed card.

ncerely,

Chief William Hallman
Delinquency Control Division
Deer Police- Department

41 5



POLICE INTRODUCTION LETTER

Dear Mr Mr

CL,

4139

We, ave received a request for .nam,,tej and addrassesof families to par-

ticipate in a government'researchesurvey of families. This study and the

applicable. procedu es are explained in the attached letter. We are NOT

empowered to release yodr name or address and have no intention of making these'

releases to the research team: However, the 'researchers would greatly

appreciate your volunteering for this study. If you wish to volunteer you '

can it the enclosed card to the research agency which is doing the survey,

Your participation in this study is PURELY on a voluntary basis

and does not involve the Police Department. The only way the researchers

will find out youf name and address is if you mail the enclosed card.

,4 9

Sincerely,

6

Chief William Hallman
DelinquencyControl Department
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January 3, 1975

Chief William Hallman
Division of Delinquency Control
Denver Police Department
1257 Champa
Denver, Colorado 80204

Deari"Chief

r.

We are conducting a study of families with children in the
10-18 year age group. We would like to.be able to interview
some'of t}ie families which have been involved-inyOur. Juvenile
Unit.

4

We realize that this informati 's 'confidential. Houiver,
in order to be able, to conduct is study we would like to
be able to interview a, parent a d a youth from each family.
Would it be possible for your unit to contact some ofthese ,

families to ask their permission to allow us to come and
interview them. Theireconfidentiality would be completely
protected, and under government rules for these studies we
are bound to protect the anonymity of each family. Their names
and addresses would be destroyed after he interview was done.
Additionally,.we offer $5.00 to each par icipating family for
gtheir time. The study deals with services needed by families
and is (16 .gned to provide information on parents and their
children. Parents and children to be interviewed would have
the opOrtunity to view the entire questionnaire and to
participate in a discussion related to the questionnaire
before they decide whether or not they wish to participate in
the survey. We have-found that most people have enjoyed par-
ticipating in this study and have found it worthwhile to tell
us what they think about families and the services required
by families.

T

Those families who Would enjoy taking partin Chia study
could voluinteer simply by-mailing the enclosed post card
back to our office.

Sincerely,

Timothy Brennan
Senior Research Associate

497
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DENVER JUVENILE COURT
Y AND Lour:J1 Y 'WILDING

DLNVt ft, COLORADO 00/02
lIr f r 19 .1.11

J. JSAuary17, 1975'

Dr. Tim Brennan /'

Behavioral Research Is, Evaluation Corporation
2305 Canyon Boulevard, Suite 101
Boulder, Coldrado 80302

Dear Tim: or

Pra

Enclosed are exam piles of the two letters that are to be
used in regard to your family research survey. It is the
understanding of the Court and the Police Department that
these two letters will 'be used in their exact context with
no deletions or additions Whatsoev. It is the spirit
and intent of these letters to convey that' the Police
Department is not supporting or soliciting for your survey
and that the parents and childrenare coffipletely.informed
regarding the survey and have the right and privilege of
making the decision.

Q

The arrangements for the clerical processing of th9,' le.lters
will be made with Chief William Hallman, Delinquen6y Control
Division,-Denver Police Department.

RJH:cr

Sincerely,

Ronald J. Hebbelman
Acting Director of Court Services

o.

I have read and accepted the conditions of the letters
and will proceed accordingly.

Tim Brennan, Ph.D.
Senior Research Associate
Behavioral Research v Evaivation Corp.

498
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DENVER JUVENILE COURT
CITY ANO COUNTY UUILOING

0114NVCri. COLOIAOO 00202
302 / 297-23)1

POLICE INTRODUCTION LETTER

Dear Mr. and Mrs.

We have received a request for names and aC.dra:-.,s,2s cl
families to participate in a governmental research SU ;,LV
of families. This study and the applicable proCedu're,;
are explained in the attached letter.

149 are NOT empowered to release your name or acldress
nave no intention of making these releases to the rez:-.rch
team. However,,the researchers would greatly
your volunteering for this study. If you wish.to
you can mail the enclosed card to the research 7.-

f_s doing the survey.

"our participation in this study is PURELY on .a yolury.
basis and does not involve the Police Department.( The
only way the researchers*will'find out your name and
address is you mail the enclosed card.

Sincerely,

Chief William Hallman
D4linquency Control DiVision
Denver Police Department

499



A

R WEEKS

L COLE

DENVER JUVENILE COURT
CITY AND COUNTY UUILOING

OCNVEN, COLORA40 UU202
303 i 297-23)1

POLICE INTRODUCTION LETTER
4

Dear Mr. and Mrs.

We have received a request for 'names and a-dresses of
famines to participate in a governmental r arch survey
'offamilies. This study and the applicable pro uzes
are exp ained the attached Metter.

We are-NOT empowered to release your name or address and -

have no intention of making these releases to the research
teajn.b However, the. researchers would greatly appreciace
your volunteering for this study. If you wish to volunteer
you can mail the enclosed card to the research agency which
is doing the survey.

Your participation in this study is PURELY on a voluntary.
basis and does" of involve the Police Department. The
only way the re archers will find out your name and
address is if you mail the enclosed card.

r--Sincerely,

Chief William Hallman
Delinquency Control Division
Denver Police Department.
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DENVER JU,VENILE COURT
CITY ANO COUNTY 'LlUILOING

OCNVCR, COLORADO 80202
303 / 297-2331

POLICE INTRODUCTION LETTER

Dear-Mr.,and Mrs.

4

We have recdivec a request for names and addresses of
families to participate in a governmental research survey
of faTailles. This study and the aopliCable procedures
are explainedin the attached letter.

We are NOT empowered to release your name or address an3 ti

have no intention of making these releases to the research%
*Lam. However, the researchers would greatly appreciate

drur volunteering for this study. If you wish to volunteer
you can mail the enclosed card to the research agency which
is doing the survey.

Your participation in this study is PURELY on a voluntary'.
basis and does.not involVe the Police Department. The
only way the researchers will find out your name and
address is if you mail the enclosed card.

Sincerely,

Chief I iam Hallman
Deli uenc Control Division
Den cr Poli e Department

0
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DENV:R PUBLOC SCHOOLS
900 GRANT STREET / DENVER, CO 80203

LOUIS J. KISHKUNAS, Superintendent

DIVISION OF EDUCATION
am( i DAvicisoN, Assistant Superintendent

,t)

February 129 197,

Dr. Tim Brennan
Senior Research Associate
2305 Canyon Boulevard, Suite 41101
Boulder, Colorado 80302

Dear Dr. Brennan:

We regret to inform you that your request to do research in
the Denver Public S6hools hAs been disapproved by the adminis-
trative staff. The reasog` for this disapproval are the same
as those we discussed in our telephone conversations.

If you wish to discuss the matter further, please call me
266-2255, extension 211.

Sin erely, -

6D If /

. Barry .1
Supervisor, Department of

BB :ld D velopment and Evaluation

i

5j2
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PROCEDURAL CHECKS AFTER THE FIRST 200 INTERVIEWS

HAVE BEEN COI. LET

A majorfunction of the screening instrument is to tort families into

runaway and non-runaway categories. For this purpose a definitiona youth

absent from home without his parents permission or consentwas Provisionally

adopted /or this project. It is possible, however, that in practice this

definition will place either tpo many or too few fnmilieskinto the 'runaway

category. (For example, all youth conceivably could meet this definition and

,thus all families interviewed would be placed in the rdnaway category). The\

term "too many01 n this context is used to imply that families who have

not experienced a runaway youth, where the meaning of runaway is based on a

more common connotation of time term, are being placed in the runaway category.

The term "too few" refers to the case where not enough serious runaway problems

are being encountered to allotiany reliable investigations of the etiology of

the runaway phenomenon.

Additionally, it is possible that even if a more restri &ive definition
L

were to be employed, the number of runaways encountered in the sample would be

much larger than anticipated and the resulting increase in the number of in-

terviews would quickly consume the resources allocated for interVtewirig.

Due to the above considerations, ii was decided that after.200 inter-

views had been completed, an assessment would be made of the actual rate of

placing families into the runaway category. Based on this assessment, al-

terations in the definition of runaway or in the sampling procedures would be

considered. In the following, the problematic cases that could arise and the

a
appropriate action steps to be taken in each case are outlined.
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Case 1, Use of the original definition of runaway results in too many

families without a "serious runaway" being placed in the runaway'category.

This is the oucome stwiMed most likely to occur, Trivial absences

from home, which would not commonly be considered runaway, are being used to

place a family in the runaway category, For this reason, an item concerning

the maximum tme a youth was absent from home without permission wes placed

in the questionnaire.

Action. Based on an analysis of the maximum lengths of time youths have

been absent from home, determinepa time limit, not to exceed 8 hours or over-

night, to add to the definition of runaway,- The actual time limit should be

determined so that (based on the sample of 200) the expected number of runaways

to be encountered matches the total number of runaways initially expected.

(See p. 6, Tocumentation of Runaway Questionnaire)

The definitin of runaway would become--a youth absent from home without

his parents° consent for more than (time limit).

V
Case 2. The situation described in C se 1 applies but the use of a tiur

limit of 8 hours or overnight still results in too many familieS being placed

in the runaway category.

In this instance, the number of mori serious runaways is nuch highero

than anticipated.

Action. In order to maximize the amount of information collected about

runaways, continue to interview all runaways (and their families but decrease

the numberof "Control" interviews so that the total number of in=depth inter-

views does not emceed 1360 (as specigied ill the p'ioposal),2See--a.sampling

procedure, p. 4, contained in the Documentation of the runaway questionnaire.

525



ease 3. Too few runaways are being identified throUgh the original'

definition.

O

This situation is not expected to occur. However, if it should arise,

the original probability sample will be increased to the limit allowed by

available resources.

Action. Increase the size of the probability sample in each of the areas

previously sampled.' The increase in sample size should be determined so that

the expected number. of runaways to be encountered (based on the sample of 200

and within the limits of available re,sourcds) matches the total number of

runaways initially expected.

41,
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to have runaway, although their parents have claimed that none of their children

r
-o

WS

e run away. This check acts to determine the number of "false negatives"

being encountered in the sample: If more than 5% of the control sample can---1)e

placed in the "false negative" category, great care will be taken in examining

520

o

In addition to the above considerations, after the first 200 interviews

have been completed, several other checks monitoring the functioning of the

interviews in the field will be made. These checks include:
A

1) An examination of qu stiOnnaires from households belonging to tbe

purposive sample. If runaways are not bein identified in these households,

the runaWay identification items will be carefully scrutenized and. through

discussions with the interviewers, problems and difficulties with the items will

be determined. Based on this information, minor changes in the items will be

made to increase their capacity to correctly identify runaway youth.

2) A check on/the number of control households where teenage youth claim

the cause of this outcome and, if possible, remedial steps taken.

3) A check, similaeto (2) above, for houses identified as having a

runaway youth (parent report). This is an augmentation of the procedural check

described on pp. 1-3. If severe 4isagreement between parents and youth are

a

encountered, an attempt to determine whether the is a result of the particular

structure, and wording of questionnaire items will be made. Any minor altera-

tions or.additions to questiOnnaire items that would alleviate this problem will

be made.

4) A check of the refusal rate. It is anticipated that in 5 to 10% of

the households surveyed, the members of the household will refuse to participate

in the study. Should a higher refusal rate be encountered, discussions with

the interviewers to pin-point the possible caus.es and solutions to this problem

t4ill_be scheduled, and feasible solutions implemented.
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5) an examination bf problems and difficulties encountered by inter-

view,rs in the field. Through discussions with the) interviewers, question- ti

,naire problems, difficulties ,pith particular items, and logistic problems will

be identified, and, where possible, solutions to these problems will be found

and implemelted.

Outcomes of the Procedural Checks after the first 200 interviews

In the following, the outcomes of the procedural checks described

above are reported. Due to the somewhat lower than anticipated rate of

encountering families with teenaged (10-17 year old) youth and the logistic

problems of stopping at precisely 200 completed interviews, the checks

were based on the first 284 completed interviews. Since the outcomes of

this first group of interviews provided no indication of major probleMs, the

checks were repeated after the first 387 interviews were completed. These.

outcomes are also reported below.

The frequency of different types of households encountered in the first

284 and in the first 387 households interviewed,are provided in the following

table.

e.

5 8
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Outcomes through Outcomes through
first 284 interviews- first 387 interviews

Total number of households
interviewed

1

284 387

o'

Number of households with no
teenaged youth

199 255
1

Households
-

with'

teenaged

youth

Total 58 (21%) 91 (24%)

Runaway 6 (10%) 9 (105)
.

Control 34 52

Other
(Demographic '

Chart only)

18 _ 30

Refusals 13 (5%) 20 (5%)

Vacant Houses 14 (5%) 21 (5%)
i

Tale 1

529
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As can be se

in the probability

the 20-25% range.

as being a runaway

523

en in Table 1, the number of youth households encountered

sample through the first 284 and 387 interviews lies in

Of these "youth households", 10% contain a youth identified

(One of these households contains 3 runaways, so th

the actual number of runaway youth is slightly larger than the number of

households containing a'runaway youth.) The refusal rate is approximately

5% of the total number"of houses interviewed.

The percentage of households with teenaged youth encountered in the

probability sample is somewhat lower than the originally anticipated 30%.

'owever,' it is sufficiently high that no alteration in the screening items

or sample size is deemed necessary. Based on interviewer reports and these

results, it appeafs that in general parents respond yes to the question con7

cerning youth absences froti home, only when a "serious" absence has occurred.

The first set of procedural checks Concerning the functioning of the screening

items thus results in the action of continuing the interviewing process

without changes to the screening items.

The outcomes of the other procedural checks are described below. The

%umbers correspond to the numbers of the procedural check section.

1) Due to difficulties in obtaining the purposive sample (restrictions

on agencies providing names and/or addresses of runaway youth), the examina-

tion of outcomes from the purposive sample could not be made at this time.

1,:,::gotiations with agencies to obtain the purposive sample are continuing.
41

2) Within the "control" sample of the first 387 interviews (52 control),

6 youth admitted being gone from home without their parents' permission.. Of

t11,2se, 5 were gone for only a very short time for such things as going to the

.:tore for candy. Only one could be considered a "real runaway". Thus, only

"ralsa ncrve" .1u: come is currently being encountered, so that no action

530
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3) Of the 11 youth identified as being gone from home,without per-

5)

mission by their parents, all agreed to be interviewed and admitted their

absences from home. All of these Absences were sufficiently serious to be
4

called, "real runaway" episodes. Thus, Ro action is deemed necessar

4) The refusarappears to be holding constant at approximately

five percent. This is at the low end of the refusal rate originally anti-

cipated.

o

The interviewing process to date has been smooth. Other
,- a

t-Lr.n the standard probla o'f not finding people at home on the first try,

the interviewers report no problems in the field and are finding most respondent.

cordial and helpful.

The only problem with items that is reported by the interviewers with

any consistency lies in the in -depth items for youth. Some younger youth,

10-12 years old, have difficulty in understanding these items. This)diffi

culty will be taken up in the recommended questionnair section of the final

report.

Based on the above outcomes, there appears to be o needed modification

to the questionnaires or to the interviewing procedures. Thus, the interview-
Il

ing process will continue at full speed. The procedural checks willbe made

at other points further along as more interviews are completed, to

insure the accuracy of the outcomes reported above.
I)
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CONFIDENTIAL
Intervie)'Number

Month Day Year Time IntervieWer'Name Number

Attempted 1.

Interview
2.

3.

4.

Reason for Non-Interview

11

C

No one home.

Parent/Guardian Temporarily Absent ReturniOate Time.'

Refused A B C 0

Other, lain

I certify that this interview has

been conducted according to all pre-

.scribed procedures and is to the best

of my knowledge, entirely .k accurate.

(Interviewer's name)
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OMB Clearance 0

(Remecher -- the interview must be conducted in private with no people other

than' the respondent in the room.)

Hello - my name is and I am working with the

Behavioral Research and Evaluation Corporation. W are conducting 8 survey

for tha Department of Hea101ducation and Welfa concerning the Amricaa

-family and the problems of the 70°e.

tYo have selected your household at random to help represent your area

in this impOrtant study and would appreciate your assistance.

WG do not wish to know your name nor will we keep a record of yoty
_

addKants Th,i,m way we are able to maintain confidentiality and Agmumgmo gh44

you and your family will remain anonymous.

ThWlet_tu (HAND THEM THE LETTER OF INTRODUCTION) will enplain our

study more, fully.

1. This study_ooncerns families with teenage children, so first let me ask--

were there any children between the ages of 10-18 who lived in this house-

hold during the last year? Yes No

(if yes, go to item 3)

2. (if no) It is correct then that there were no children between the as

of 10-18 who lived in this household during the last year? Yes No

(if yes, or that i8 correct,A4CMinate interview--"I'm sorry but the study
concerns families with 10-18 year old children. Thank you for your cooperation:')

3. Are you the parent or guardian of this child/these children? Yes No

4

(if go, ask when a parent or guardian will be home--fill in
expected date and time on cover sheet, and leave)

First we need to fill out this table to get some background about your

family. (show respondent The Family Chart) Let's begin withyou and then

proceed with the other adults or persons who are over 18 years old (Did not turn 18 in

the last year.) Ihen,typ_bAllgo Rxr IAA 05A Childxen (all persons who were 17

531
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-2-

years old or younger during the last year). (Al Answers to quegtions 448

about each adult and each child are to be placed on the Family Chart.)

. sem of respondent)

C 5. How old areyou/this person?

6. To what ethnic group does this person belong?

A.Q Asian B. Black C. ChiCano/Mexican American

D. American.Indian E. Anglo and All Others

7. What is this persom's relationship to you?

SP. Spouse

M. Mother

F. Father

Son. Son

D. Daughter

B. Brother

Father-in-law SL. Sister-in-law

ML. Mother-in-law CL. Common Law Spouse

BL. Brother-in-law A. Aunt

S. Sister U. Uncle

O. Other C. Cousin

8. What is this person's mArital status?. M W S Iii

t

C 9. Tow mapfyears has this per on lived in this household?

(if less than one year, list niambet of months --write mo. after number)

fp

What 'is the highest grade or year of 'regular school this j;oerson has

9

ever attended?

(if H4) Did he/she graduate from high school?

(if C3, C4, C5) Did he/she graduate from college?
(if yes, write "V° behind education code)

C 1 . What has he/she been doing most of this last rear? (Readresponsesimmediately)

WK -- working S --, going to school

--° keeping house R -- -retired

-0 other (epeqify)
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-3-

C 11. (con't) (if, WK, go to item 12D if R, go to item 17)

(if H, SD OR 0) for adults:,

home? Yes

(if no,, go to item 17)

for children: Does he she have a ob either re ularl

cr during the summer? Yes No

No

(if yes, go to item 13)
(if no, go to item 17)

12. Does to /she have more than one job? Yes No

(if no, go to item 13 and continue online 1 Of employment
information for this person)

(if yes) How many jobs does he/she have?

(if more than three, take the three which require the
greatest percentage of this person's time)

(For each job -- ask questions 13, 14, and 15)

C 13. What hind of work does he/she do on this job? (e.g., electrical engineer,
stock clerk, typist, farmer.. probe if necessary}

C 14. How many hours a week does he/she work on this job?

(if child, go to item 17)

15. How many. years has he/she been working at this job?

26. Has this prsoa been unemployed during the last two years?

(if yes) Hbw many times3;

What .1s the longest period of timehe/she has been unemployed?

a

C 17. Does this persgn identify himself/herself with a particular religious

grow? Yes No -

(if 37,$) Which one? (specify denominationprobe if necessary)
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C 18.' About how many times per month does he/she attend religious GeiViCOO

or activities?

Now let's take the oldest adult (child) living here, other than yourself.

19. Is that person male or female?

(Repeat questions 19 and 5-18 for all adults from the oldest to the
youngest. /Then repeat questions 19, 5-6, 9-11, 13-14, 17-18 for. all
children, going fr(m the oldest to the youngest)

20. I have listed adults and children. Have I missed anyone who

usually lives in this household? (if yes, add appropriately to Family Chart)

Next we need to fill out the relationship of each adult to each child.

21. Starting with the first childyou mentioned, what is your relationship to this child?

H. Mother SM. Step Mother L. Brother-in-law SP. Spouse

F. Father SF. Step Father SL. Sister-in-law C. Cousin

B. Brother GF. Grandfather A. (Aunt O. Other

S. Sister GM. Gra ndaother U. Uncle

22. Inlet is the relationship of the next adult to this child?

(Continue in this fashion until the relationship between
all adults and all children is determined)

23. What is the approximate total family income before taxes? Please include

all income, to include wages, salaries, interest, welfare, child support

payments, alimony, etc. (show respondent the income table on Family Chart

ask for the code number, not the amount)

24. (Check the box for the type of housing oceupiad by the family.)

(If unsure...ask.)

25. Is, the bousinz / / ,owned or being purchased 4 rgnted

j 1.tbsidzed public housing jj occupied without
pay men:

(Read each response category)

47
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26. How may times has your family moved in the last five years'

(if Gone) Row many of these were across town?

(if adme) Did any of the -10-18 year olds have to change school
because of the move? Yes No =
(if yes) Were these children in / /Grade school (grades K-6)

How many of /these were from town to town?

L/Junior high (grades 7-9)

/-7-Senior high (grades 10-12)

(mark all boxes indicated
by respondent)
o.

How many times has your family moved in the. last year?

(if come) Row many of these were across town?

(if some) Did any of the 10-18 year olds have to change school
because of, the move? Yfts No =.01.1,

(if yes) Were these children in / /Grade school (grades K-6)

/ /Junior high (grades 7°9)

/ /Senior high (grades 10-12)

(mark ad-boxes indicated
by respondent)

How many of the moves were from toim to town?

m gAR. . IL tLa

27. During the last year, have any of the 10-18 year olds been gone from home

without your permission or consent? Yes

(if. no, go to item 30)

No

28. (if yes) Which children were these?

'(Return to family configuration chart, and indicate which children
by putting an "X" in the box above the child number)
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29. Whar. was the longest time that one of the 10-18 year olds was gone

from home without your gar sent?

Which chi d was this? (Return to Family Chart and circle the
"X" above the child number.)

30. During the lrult year did any of the 10-18 year olds move out of your home

even for n short time? Yes 'No

(if no, go to Interview Continuation Instructions.)

t9
tz>

(if yes) At the time they moved out, did they have your permission to

leave?, Xes No

(If no, pl e an "X" in that.child's box.)

31. When they left,mdid you ksokw where they were ng? Yes No

(if yep, Were?

a. school

b. camp

(probe for a particular place)

c. institution e. friend

d. relative

g. other (specify)

(If unknown or child is not under adult supervision, ask the following:)

Which child was this?

(Return to Family Chart and indicate which child by putting a "P" in the
box above the child number.)

f. other parent

32. Had this'child been gone from home without your permission before this?

Yes No

(if yes) When was that? <if during the last year, put an "X" over the
"Pr in the box above the chin number)

(if longer than.a year ago, circle the "P"
in the box above the child number)

INTi;RVIEW CONTINUATION INSTRUCTIONS

If any of the boixes above the child numbers have been marked with an "X" or-
.

a "P", continue the interview. If this is'a control, continue the interview.

Otherwise, terminate the interview.
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Section II: In Depth
533

This neat ception is a little different. None of these question° has

right or wrong or good or bad answers. The nnswr you iive41:s the one that

shows best how you feel and what you think.

I'm going to read you some statements. Pease tell me 14hother you Stony

Agree, Agree, Disagree, or Disagree Strongly with each one.
A. B. C. D.

Donk Strongly. StronNiy
Know Agree Agree DisagreesazreRESPONSE CATEGORY 1

1. I feel that I'm a person of worth, at
least on an,equal basis with others.

2. I feel that I have a number of good
qualities.

3. All in all, I am inclined to feel that
I am a failure.

4. I am able to 4o things as well as
most other people.

rs

5. I feel I do not have much to be
proud of.

6. I take a positive attitude toward
myself.

7. On the whole, I am,satisfieewith
myself. ,

8. I wish 'could have more respect for
myself.

9. I certainly feel useless at times.

10. At times I think I am no good at all.

O

Here are some more statements. This time please tell me whether you agree or
disagree with each one.

A. B.

[RESPONSE CATECORY.2 Agree Disagree

11. With everything so uncertain these days, it
I" almost seems as though anything could happen.

12. What is lacking in the world today is the old
kind of 'friendship that lar,ted for a lifetime.

13. With everything in such a state of disorder, its
hard f6TT n person.to know where he stands from
one dav to rho ylp'.r.

540
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14. Everything changes so quickly these days that'
I often have trouble deciding which are the
rAght rules to follow.

t'2J
I often that many things our parents stood
for are just going to ruin before our very eyes.

16. The trouble with the world today is that moot
people don't believe in anything.

17. I often'fael awkward and out of place.

18. People were better off in the old days when
everyone knew just how he was expected to act.

19. It seems to me that other people find it easier
to decide what is right than I do.

A. A.

ARESa Disagree

Now I will read you pairs of statements. Please, tell me whiCh one is

closMt to what you feel or what you think.

'

20. a. I have often found that what is going to happen will happen.

b. Trusting to fate has never turned out as well fcd'me as making a
decision to take a definite course of action.

21. a. When I make plans, I am almost certain that I can make them work.

b. It is not always wise to plan too far ahead because many things
turn out to be a matter of good or bad fortune anyhow.

22. a. In my case, getting what I want has little or nothing to do with luck.

b. Mcny times we might just as well decide what to do. by flipping a stein.

23. a. Many times I feel that I have little influence over the things
that happen to me.e

b. It is impossible for me to believe that chance or luck plays an
important role in my life.

24. a. Mint happens to me is my own doing.

b. Sometimes I feel that I don't have enough control over the direction
.my life ie unking.

541



I'd like to know how wrong you think different kinds of actions are.

Most people think that something like murder is =wrong while something

like bragging may be considered only a little bit wrong or not wrong at all.

will he aeking you about a number of different actions and g would like

you to' tell Ea, for each ono, how wrong you feel it is for an adult, like you

to dO each of these things. Your answers can be'very wrong little

bit WTO n oenoturong at all.

A. B. C. D.RESPONSE CATEGORY 3
Don't Very A Little Not Wrong
Know aom mom. M.REEK. At All

25. Fox - example, how wrong is it for

an adult like you to lie to some-
one about something important? Would
you say very wrong, a little it

wrong, or not wrong at all?

26. How about to damage property that
doesn't belong to you just out of
carelessness? Row wrong is that?

27. To hit 6omeone because you're angry
at him?

28. To try marijuana to see what its
like?

29. For an adult like you how wrong is
it.to take something of value from a
store without paying for it?

3C. To drink alcoholic beverages?

31. To try drugs like LSD just for the
experience?

32. To create a disturbanpe in a public
place?

33. To drive when you've had a fair
amount to drink?

Gra
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34. For an adult like you, how wrong
is it to use marijuana regularly?

A. B. C. D.
Don't Very. A Little Not' Wrong
Know Am Wrong Bit Wrong At All

35. To borrow a small amount of money
from a friend without really intend-
ing to pay it back?

J

36. To have sexual relations outside of
marriage?

37. To lie about your past experience
when filling out an application for
something--like a job.

During the last two years have any of the following events happened to

you or your husband (wife)? (If event occurred, ask how long ago in months.)

RESPONSE CATEGORY. 4

Have become separated from husband
(wife).

39. Have married.

40. Have had an increase in arguments with
husband or wife.

41. Have started a new job.

42. Have had a change in work conditions.

4", Have had serious personal illness.

44. There has been a death in the immediate
family.

45. There has been a serious illness in the
immediate family.

46. A family member ha left home.

47. Have become divorced.

48. A new person has moved into the home.

49. A member of the immediate-family has
made a court appearance.

53

A. B. C.

More How Long
Than Ago?

Never Once Once (1!ost Recent)



RESPONSE CATEGORY 5

50. How often do you and your spouse argue?

A. Once a day D. Once or twice a month

B. Once every two of three days E. Once every two or three months

C. Once a week F. Once a year or less

51. How often do you and your spouse get really angry with each other'

A. Once a day

B. (Once every two or three days

C. Once a week

Once or twice a month

E. Once every two or three months

F. Once a year or less

52. How often do you, and your spouse have really serious fights?

A. Once a day D. 'Once or twice a month

B. Once every two or three days E. Once every two or three mcts

C. Once a week F. Once a year or less

53. when you and your spouse fight0 how often does it get physical?

A. Once a day

B.. Once every two or three days

'C. Once a week

5 14-

D. Once or twice a month

E. Once every two or three months

F. Once a year or less
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Instructions for Designating Appropriate Child

if only X choose X

if only P choose P

if 0 and X -4, choose

if X and any type of P choose X

if no X or P and this ) refer to control chart
is a control interview

If the number of 10-18
year old children is:

select child number:

Control Chart F

1 3 4 5 6 or more

2 3 4 5

aP
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I would like to ask you a series of questions about your
fill-in

year-old: Please answer them only for this child.

I will read you a serieCdf activities. For each one please tell me .

whether you would:like your year-old to do it either much less,,a

little less, as much as he/she does nol4 ,D on little more or much more that he/

she does now.

RESPONSE CATEGORY,6

54. Go to church or Sunday
School.

55. Stay out late at night.

56. Go along with fads; for
example rock and roll,
hot rods, etc.

57. Stand up for himself or
herself.

58. Stick up for other
people's rights.

59. Wog; about what goes,
on in the world.

60. Take things seriously.

\--61. Take advice from other
people.

62. Listen to his or her
teachers.

63. Try to be successful.

64. Try to finish what he
or she starts.

65. Think about school
work.

66. Help around the house.

67. Keep own room neat.

A. B. C. . D. E.

A As He or A
0 Don't Much Little She Does Little Much

Know Less Less Now More More

por

CaCfmazi=
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RESPONSE CATEGORY 7

68. How much imirrtance do you and your spouse place on your child°getting

high grades in school?

A. A great deal C. Not too such

B. A fair amount D. Hardly any

69. flow much importance do You and your spouse place on your child completing

high school?

A. A great deal

B. A fair amount

70. How much

C. Not too much

D. Hardly any I

ortance do you and your spouse place on your child

completing college?

A. A great deal C. Not too. much

B. A fair amount D. Hardly any

Now VIII going to read you a set of actions or things people do. This time,
0

however, I'd lilt° you to tell me how wrong each of these would be, not for en

adult like you, but for m like your son or to do. §o for each

of theseD tell se if you feel it would be very wrong, wrong, a little bit Front,-7
or not wrong at all for a youth like your son or daughter to do.

2

A. B. C. D.

Very A Little Not Wrong
Wrong Eros Bit Wrong At AllRESPONSE CATEGORY 3

71, To be disobedient to his parents? How
wrong do you feel that would be for a
youth like your son or daughter?

72. To take Something from another kid's
locker without intending to return it? poe

%3. To cause a disturbance in a movie
th :Ler even after having been asked
CO top?

J.

`ft

cut school without parents' -

permission.
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75r To drinh alcoholic beverages?
/ .

76. For a youth like your son or daughter,
how wrong is it to engage in heavy
pettingon a date?

77. To drive when he/she has had a fair
amount to drink?

78. To damage public or private property
that doesn't belong to him/her, just
for fm?

e-,

'79. To try marijuana to see what its like?

80. To lie to his/her parents about where
he has been and who he has been with?

81. For a youth like your son or daughter,
how wrong is it to hit another kid
who has made him/her angry?

82. To try drugs like LSD just for, the

experience?

83. To stay out overnight without
permission?

£4. To use marijuana regularly?

A. B. C. D.
Vey A Little Not Wrong
Wrong Wrong Bit Wrong, At All

,12.771=C1,

The next questions again concern your relationship with your ear-old.

will read you a series of statements. Please tell me whether each thing happens in

evry case, in most cases, sometimes, seldom or never.
A. B. C. D.

RESPONSE CATEGORY 8
/ In Every In Mast Some-

Case Cases times Seldom

'N) -S5. He/she can talk with us about
everything.

N) 36. We comfort him/her and help him/
her when he/she has troubles.

(N) 87. We are there for him/her when he/
she neads

a
uo.

Never



(AR) 88.

(IC) 89;

(AC) 90.

(Pre) 91.

(SI) 920

(Si) 93.

(DP) 94.

(DP) 95.

(DP) 96.

(Pro) 970

(Pro) 98.

(Pow) 99.

(Pow) 100,

542

-We pkaise him/her when he/she
has don's somevhing_good.

We help, him/her with school work
when he/she doesn't understand
something.

A. B. C. D. E.

In Every In Most Some=

Case . Cases times Seldom Never

We are ha IPplare with him/her.

We expect him/her to keep ham/
her own things in order.

As punishment we forbid )aim/her
to. play with ,other children.

As punishment we send him/her
to had early.

We punish him/her by making him/her
do extra work.

When he /she is bad we forbid him/

her from doing things he/she
especially enjoys doing.

T3e4punish him/her by taking his/.
her favorite things awny.

We go with him/her when he/she
goes someplace for the first time

to make sure that everything goes
well.

O

We won't let him/her roam around
because something might happen to

him/her.
A

Wo insizt that he/she get permission
before going to a movie, a carnival
or some other entertainment.

We want to know exactly how he/she
spends his/her money when he/she wants
to buy some little thing for him/her-
self.

(:ow)"101. We tell him/her ,exactly when he/she
should come home.

(AD)' 102. We insist that he/she make a special .

efgort in everSrthing_he/she does.
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(AD) 103. We demand that do a better
job than other children.

(AD) 104. WA insist that he /she get par

ticularly good marks in school.

(AP) 105. .We act disappointed and sad when
he/she misbehaves.

(AP) 106. We make him /her, feel ashamed or!.=7=
guilty when he/she misbehaves.

(2D) 107. We tell him/her "I don't want to
N\

have any more to do with you" 1?
when he/she misbehave*.

(PD) 108. We tare just when punishing him /leer.

A. B. C. D. E.
In Every In Most Some-

Case Cases tines Seldom Xe e

( ?D) 109. When e/she must do something we
explain why.

(PD) 110. We find it difficult to punish him/
her.

(I) 111. He/she can talk upinto most
anything.

112. We let him/her off easy when he/
she misbehaves.

1
Here are some more statements about your year-old. This type please

tell ac, whether each thing happens almost every day, aboUt once a week,

about once a month, only once or twice a year or never happens.

A. B, C. D.

RESPONSE CATEGORY 9 Only
-1/ Almost About 'About Once or

Every Once a Once a Twice a
Day Week 'Month Year Never

(A1:)

113. We say nice things about him/her:
to other people.

114. We are very affectionate with
him/har.

(IC) 115. We teach him/her things which
lie/she wants to learn.

(A) 116. We help hin/her with hdbbies or
handiwork.

550



(AC) 117. We go on pleasant walks and
outings with him/her.

/Ar% 118. Ile enjoy talking to him/her.

A. B. C. D. E.

544 Only
Almost About About Once or
Every' Once a Once a Twice a
,Day Week Month Year .Never

(Pre) 119. We expect him/her to help around
the house.

(Pre) 120. We want him/her to run errands.

(SI) 121. Punish him/her by sending him/
her out of the room.

(ZR) 122. We hold it before him /her, that

other children behave better
than he/she does:

(2R) 123. We nag him/her.

(ZR) 124. We scold him /her, and.yell at

him/her.

(P?) 125. We threaten to spank him/her.

(PP) 126. We spank him/her.

(PP) 127. We slap him/her.

(Pro) 128. We worry that he/she can't take
care of him/her-self.

Please tell me how you see your child on each of these sets of woids (Point to

Response,Category 10). The first one is cooperative--troublesome. If you see

your child as very cooperative you would say 7. If you see your child as very

troublesome, you would say 1. If you see hii somewhere in between very trouble-

some and very cooperative, you would -tell me the number which describes best how

you feel.

RESP)NSE CATEGORY 10

129. Troublesome 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Cooperative

130. Good 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Bad

131. Deviant (breaks rules) 1 2 3 6 7 Conforming (obeys rules)

..ca

132. Disobedien,t 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Obedient

133. Rude 1 2 3 4 5 6, 7 Polite

134. Law Abiding (obeys laws) le 2 3 4 5 6 7 Delinquent (breaks laws)
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EPISODE SECTION, Paredt

Now I wou141Ake to asICYou soma questions about the occasions when your

child/children were gone from home.

(Star1 with the oldest.and move down in age if there is more than one such

child. For each, child, ask- questionsi_ through 13 and enter responses on
4

the Episode Chart..)

Let's take the year old.

1. How many times in the lastyear has the year old been,gons without'

your permission?

(if more than two) Let's take the firtt time in this last year and the

last or most recent time. Starting with the most recent.

2. How long was he/she gone?

(use NR for not returned)

Months Weeks

Days Hours

(if less than 24 hours) Was he/she on over night? Yes No

3. Whic month did he she eave? 1. Jan 2. Feb 3. Ear 4. Apr

5. Nay 6. Jun 7. Jul 8. Aug 9. Sep 10. Oct 11. Nov 12. Dec

4. What did yomor your spouse do when it was discovered that he/she was absent

'from home? (cheek all responses indicated by respondnt)

a. waited c: called friends/relatives e. went out and looked'
for him/her

b. called police d. called child's friends f. other (specify)

(if b) Did you report him/her missing? Yes No

(if yes) Did you sign a warrant for his/her arrest? Yes

5. 'Di& 1011 think he/she had run -away? Yes No
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6. At the time your child left, did you think'that running away was against

the law in this state? Yes 'D No

7. Was your child located by Someone or did he /she come home on his/her own?

a. self b. someone else
.

(if a or co go to item 10)

8. How was he/she located?

1. parent

2, friends/relatives

c. no yet located

0

3. police 5. social service agency
(specify)

'4. runaway house 6. other (specify)

lomA after he/she left home was he/she located?

hours days months

0

How far from home had he/she gone? (milesr (city)

(distance in miles and/or name of city/town)

9. How did he/she return? 1. voluntarily on his/her own

2. through official agency 3. other (specify)

10. Do you Isnow where he/she intended to go? Yes No

(if yes) Where?

11. Did he/she have any contact with the police while away?

Yes No Don't know

(if yes) Was he/she picked up by the police? Yes No Don't Know'

oC,
Arrested? Yes No Don't know

(if yes) Was he/she arrested for being a runaway or for
other reasons?

runaway other

(if other) What were the charges?

Dilklan/mhn have to go to court? Yes No Don't know

(if yes) Was there a petition filed by the court? Yes No Dort Know

(If more than one incident) Now let's take the first' time this year that .

the year old was gone without your permission. (Ask items 2-13 for

this episodg. Then go on to other children if indicated.)
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PARENTAL SERVICES

This is the last par't of the questionnaire but it is very important. It con-

cerns services or help that you may have obtained or that you wished were avail-

able either before, during., or after the time(s) your child/children were pone

from hoe. This ikformation will help in providing those services which you

feel are important. In the last section I asked you only about things that

happened in the last year. Now I would like to ask you about the very first time

your child left home ever and about the most'recent or last time.

(Proceed through items 1-3F for the first time ever, then go back and repeat those
same items for the last or most recent incident.)

1. A- Did you or your spouse haves any indication that the child was going

to leave home before he/she actually left? it

First Ever Most Recent

Yes 17

No

B. (if yes) Did you or your "spouse talk to anyane or seek help from

First ever Most Recentanyoi at this time?

Yes

No
(if no, go to 1G)

C. From whom did you seek help? (read response categories--check

all responses indicated by respondent)

1. Relative/friend

2: Police

3. School staff

4. Minister/Rabbi/priest

5. Runaway house

6. Soei-1 Service Agency
(specify)

7. Other (specify)
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D. Who sought the help from

a. mother/female guardian

b. father/male guardian

c. both parents /guardians

ti

548

? (fill in the blank with the categories
checked in 1C. Ask question for each
category, and use codes a-d at left)

d. parents and teenager jointly

1. Relative/friond

2. Police

3. School staff

4. Minister/Rabbi/Priest

5. Runaway house

6. Social Service Agency

7. OthaT

First Ever Most Recent

E. Why did you and/or your spouse seek help from ? (fill in
blank with the categories checked in 1C. Mk question for each category)

1. Relative/friend

2. Police

3. School staff

4. Minister/Rabbi/Priest

5. Runaway house

6. Social.Service Agency

7. Other

First Ever Most Recent
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F. How helpful was the contact with

(Readirespoose choices)
a. very helpful

b. somewhat helpful e.

d.

c. not especially helpful

not helpful

not helpful
at all

1. Relative /friend

2( Police

3. School staff

4. Minister/Rabbi/Priest

5. Runaway House

6. Social Service Agency

7. Other

? (iill in blank with cate-
gories che.,;kad in 1C.
Ask item for each category
and use codes a-e at left)

first Ever Most Recent

46.

G. Were there other services that you would like to have been available

nit this time? What were they? (specify)

First Ever Most Recent

I havi? asked you about the things th'athappened before your child left home. Now

I'd like to ask you about the things that happened while he/she was gone.

2. A. While your child was gone from home did you or your spouse talk to

anyone or seek help from anypne at this time?

(if no, go to 2F)
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S. From whom did you seek help? (read response categorieochech

a

all reoponses indicatdd by reopondent)

1. Relative/friend

2. Police

3. Schoolotaff

4. Minister /Rabbi / Priest

5. Runaway house

6. Social Service Agency
(specify)

7. Other (opacity)

First Ever Most Recent

C. tho sought the help from ? (fill in the blank with the categories
checked in 2B. Ask question for each

a. mother/female guardian category, and use codes ad at left)

b. father /plc guardian

c. both parento/suardians

o d. parents and tens s}gair jointly

First. Ever Most'Recent

. 1. Relative/friend

20 Police

3. School staff

4. Minister /Rabbi /Priest

5. Runaway house

6. Social Service Agency

7. Other
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D. Why did you and/or your spouse seek help from ? .(fill in
blank with the categories chec-Ra-117F2T7.--MM7question for each category)

1. Relative/friend

2. Police

3. School staff

First Ever Most Recent

4. -Mlnister/Rabbi/Priest

5. Runaway house

6. Social Serv. Agency

7. 'Other

E. How helpful was the contact with

a. very helpful d. not helpful

b. somewhat helpful e. not helpful
at all

c. not especially helpful

1. Relative /friend

2.
tew

Police

3. School staff

4. Minister/Rabbi/Priest

5. Runaway house

6. Social Service Agency

7. Ozher

? (fill in blank with cate-
dOries checked in 21.. Ask
item for each category
and use codes a-e at left)

First Ever Most Recent

F. Were there other services that you would like to have been available

t)t this time? What were they? (specify)

First Ever
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G. Wile your child was gono, do you know if he/she had any contact with n

social pervico agency, runaway house, or other runaway servicos?

Firot Ever ,Moot Recent

(if, yea)

Nhat do you bolievo was

YGD

No

Name of Agency

Type of Service

'Location

First Ever Moot Recent

a afoot of this service on your child?

Harmful

Little Efface

Helpful

First Ever Moot Recent

Now I would like to aok you about what happened after your child returned.

3. A. M

_tneelB yma?

(if no, go to 3F)
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B. FKOM whom did you seek help? (read response categories--check all
responses indicated by respondent)

1. Relative/friend

2. Police

3. School staff

4. Minister/Rabbi/Priest

5. Runaway house

,6. Social Service Agency
(specify)

7. Other (specify)
-13

C. Who sought the help from

a. mother/female guardian

b. father/male guardian

c. both parents/guardians

First Ever Most Recent

? (fill in the blank with the categories
checked in 3B. Ask question for each
category, and use codes a-d at left)

d. parents and teenager jointly

1. Relative/friend

2. Police

3. School staff

4. Minster/Rabbi/Priest

5. Runaway house

6. Social Service Agency

7. Other

560
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D. Whj did you and/or your spouse seek help frog ? (fill if
blrInk with the categories checked in 3B. Ask question for Each category)

First Ever

1. Relative/friend

.2. Police

3. School staff

4. Minister./Rabbi/Priest

5. Runaway house

6. Social Service Agency

7. Other

E.. How helpful was the contact with
4

e. very, helpful d. not helpfle.
6

b. somewhat helpful a. not helpful
at all

c. not especially hilpful

1. Relative/friend

2. Police

3. School staff N.-

4. Minister/Rabbi/Priest

5. Runaway house

6. Social Service Agency

7. Other

Most Recent

(fill in blank with .cate-
gories checked in 35. Ask
item for each category and
use codes a-e at left)

First Ever Most Recent

F. Were there other services that you would like to have been available

at this time? What were they? (specify)

4.irst Ever Most Recent

5 61
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Complete after the Interview

nid the respondent seem open and honet in his responses?

Yes No

(i.e. did he pay attention and take it seriously)?

(if no) Explain
i.

2. Did he object to answering any of the questions? Yes

(if yes) Which items?

0-

No

3. Did he have trouble understanding any of the questions?

Yes No

(if yes) Whichmitems?

4. Was the respondent cooperative? Yes No

(if no) Explain

5. Were there any interruptions, i.e., was the interview interrupted'

by parents, friends, etc? Yes No

(if yes) Who?

What effect do you feel it had on the interview?
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RUNAWAY EPISODE CHART\

3 4 5 ,6 -'7 8

Child
No.

0 of
Epi-
oodeo

Epioode

Duration

Over

night Month

Parent

First

Reac-
tion

Reoponoo

Re-

port?

War-
rant?

Run-
,

away?

A3niaot
law?

Self or

Other

Child

Glow lo-

cated

Located

when diotance

First

Ever

hrs.
Yeo

No

a b

c d

e

other

Yes

No

Yes

No

Yes

No Yeo

1 a

3 4

5

other

hre.
.

days

days COO.
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Re-
cent
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Yee
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b
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e
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Yoc
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.

1 2
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.
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e

d
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3 4

5

other

hro.

day
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a b

c d

e

other
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Yeo
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Runaway Episode Chart, Continued

9 10 11
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CONFIDENTIAL

DHEW YOUTH SURVEY

Instructions for DeSignation of

Child to be Interviewed

Interview
Number

(same as parent)

1. Interview the child who was designated as the referrent for the in-depth
4**

adult interview.

, .
1

2. Interview all other children who received an 'X ova their number.

3. Interview any type of "P" who has returned home.

4. Therefore you could be required to interview several children in some

cases.

/
Parental Permission

4

In order to ilomplete the study I would like to interview your
7 (fill in)

year old son(s)/daulhter(s). The same guarantees of confidentiality would be

extended to him/her. I would be glad to show you the interview now if that would

help you decide. Of course, I would also ask your son/daughter for his/her per-

mission. (Show interview) If it is OK with you I would like to make an ap-

pointment with your year old to see if I may interview him /her and,
(fill in)

if he/she agrees, conduct the inaview. When would be a good time for me to

come by when both you and your child would be home? (Parent must be home.)

Parental Permission

Appointment

Month

Yes No

Day Time Administered

1. Yes No

2. Yes No
O

3. Yes No

4.
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CONFIDENTIAL

OMB Clearance
562 Number 85-R-0234

Reinterview
Number Interview

Number

DREW YOUTH SURVEY

I certify that this interview has

been conducted according to all pre-

scribed procedures and is to the best

of my knowledge; entirely accurate.

(Interviewer's name)

\\

Introduction\

Respondent's Age

Respondent's Sex

Interviewer Name

Interviewer Number

(same as parent)

Let me exp'ain what this is all about. Ilyname is

TheAkinterview contains a variety of questions about a number of different things

in a young person's like. We ask you to be as thoughtful and as honest as you

can in answering the questions even the ones you may consider highly personal.

Only by your being frank and open will your answers contribute to valid,

scientific knowledge about American families and American youth.

None of the questions ba!; right or wrong or good or bad answers; this is not

a test. The answer to give is the one that shows best how you feel and what you think.

Your answers are completely confidential. No one outside our research group

will ever be permitted to see them. We emphasize this commitment to safeguard$ng

your personal privacy so you will feel free to answer the questjons truthfully.

Your parents will not be allowed to see your answers.

Would you be willing to participate? Yes No

(Ask adult to leave if he/she has not already done so. Explain that his/

her presence might greatly influence the responses. We would like to know just

what the child thinks. The interview is invalid if the parent is present.)
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Let's begin. First / would like to ask you some things about school.

Are you nowattending school? Yes No

(if yes, skip to number 1) 6

(it no) Why not? Graduated Dropped out Expelled

How long ago? Years Months Weeks

(if respondent is not enrolled in school, ask him to answer these questions

about school for the time when he was in school.)

1. What is.the average grade that you made in English courses-during the last

two years? (If the school does not use fetter grades, ask them to estimate

as closely as possible.)

A. Failed

B. D (either D-, D, or D+)

C. C (either C-, C, or C+)

G Don't know

D. B (either B-, B, or B +)

E. A (either A-, A, or A+)

F. Haven't taken any English courses

2. What is your grade average for all school subjects for the last two years?

A. Failed

B. D (either D-, D, or D+)

C. C (either C-, C, or C+)

D. B (either B-, B, or B+)

E. A (either A-, A, or A+)

F. Don't know

3. What ability group or track are you in in English class?

A. The highest group or track

B.. The middle group

C. The lower group

D. The school does not have
ability groups or tracks

E. Don't know

4. Have you ever repeated any courses or grades?

\. Never

. Once

C. Twice

D. Three'or more times

( E. Don't know
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5. On the average how much time do you spend each week in school activities

other than classwork?

A. None

B. 1/2 to 1 hour

C. 2 to 3 hours

6. What are these activities? (List all)

D. 4 to 6 hours

E. 7 or more hours

F. Don't know

7. Suppose this circle represents the activities which go on at your school.

How fir out from the center of things do you think you are?

A. 1
LRESPONSE CATEGORY 1]

B. 2

3
,

1

D. 4

E.

D

F. Don't know

8. Where would you like to be?

9 A. 1

(Disj.)
B. 2

C. '3

D. 4

E. 5

F. Don't know

Think about your relationship with most of your teachers at school. If lwere to

ask your teachers about you, how do you think they would describe you on each

of these pairs ci,f words? The first words are troublesome or cooperative.
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For example, if you think they see you as very

troublesomte, you would say 1. If you think they see you as very cooperative

you would say 7. If they see you as somewhat cooperative or cooperative most

of the time but not all the-time, you might say 5 or 6. RESPONSE CATEGORY

10. Troublesome 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Cooperative

11. Good 1 2 3 4 5' 6 7 Bad

,

12. Deviant 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Conforming

(breaks, rules) (obeys rules)

13. Disobedient 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Obedient

14. Rude 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Polite

15. Law Abiding 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Delinquent

(obeys laws) (breaks laws) a

16. Let's think for a minute about school plans.

to go in school?

IlOw far would you like

A. Quit as soon as I am legally old enough (16 years old)

B. Not go further than high school graduation

C. Go to business or trade school

D. Co to a university or college for a year or two

E. Graduate from a college or university

F. Don't know

17. You may have some doubts about just how far in school you will actually

18. go. You have just told me how far you want to go. Now, how far do you

(Disi.)
think you actually will go?

A. Quit as soon as I am legally old enough (16 years old)

B. Not go furthe14 than high school graduation

C. Go to business or trade school

D. Go to a univerSqAy or college for a year,or two

E. Graduate from a college or university
4

F. Don't know
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19. What kind of job would you like to have as an adult?

Don't know

20. What do you think are your chances of ever getting,t5fit kind of job?

A. Don't know C. Fair

B. Your D. Good
;

(Again specify "when you were in school" for those not presently enrolled.)

22. If something happened and you had to stop school now, how would you feel?

A. Very happy, I would like to quit

B. I wouldn't care one way or the other

C. I would be disappointed

D. I would try hard to continue

E. I would do almost anthing to stay in school

F. Don't know

23. During the last school year, did you ever stay away from school just

because you didn't want to go?

A. No

B. Yes, 1 or 2 days

C. Yes, for 3 to 6 days

For how many days all together?

D. Yes, for 7 to 15 days

E. Yes, for 16 or more days

F. Don't know

24. How good a student do you want to be in school?

e.1

A. One of the be:itsstudents in my class

IF. Above the middle of my class

C. In the middle of my class

D. Just good enouglh to get by

E. I don't care

F. Don't know
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25. How important isjt to you personally to get good grades?

A. Very important D. very importdnt

B. Somewhat important E. Completely unimportant

C. Neither important F. Don't know

nor unimportant

26. Do you care what teachers think of you?

A. I care very much D. I don't care very much

B. I care somewhat E. I don't care at all

C. I neither care nor don't care F. Don't care

27. In general do you like or dislike school?'

A. I like it very much D. I don't like it very much

B. I like it somewhat E. I don't like it at all

C. I neither like it nor
dislike it

F. Don't know

28. On the average, how much time do you spend doing homework outside

of school? lT

A. None, or almost none

About half an hour a day

C. About one hour a day

D. About two hours a day

E. More -th n two hours a day

F. Don't know

29. During the last school year have you ever cut classes just because

you wanted to?

A. No

B. Yes, 1 or 2 times

C. Yes, 3 to 6 times

D. Yes, 7 to 15 times

E. Yes, 16 times or more

F. Don't know



-6-
568

Now I would like to ask you about your friends.

30. How many close friends do you have?

A. None D. 6 to 10

B. 1 or 2 E. 11 to 15

C. 3 to 5 F. 16 or more

G. Don't know

31. Not counting time in school, how much time do you spend each da with

your friends on the average? [RESPONSE CATEGORY 31

A. Almost no time D. About two hours a day

B. About halftan hour a day E. Three or more hours a day

C. About one hour a day F. Don't !Tow

32. On the average how much time do you spend each day doing things with

your father and mother?

A. Almost no time

B. About half an hour a day

C. About one hour a day

D. About two hours a day

E. Three or more hours a day

F. 1Don't know

33. On'the average how much timd each day do you spend 211 by yourself?

A. Almost no time

B. About half an hour a day

D. About twO.hours a day

E. Three or more hours a day

C. About,one hour a day F. Don't know

34. How much would you like to be the k'nd of person your best friends are?

A. In every way // D. In just a few ways

B. In most ways E. Not at all

C. In some ways F. Don't know

O

pa,
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35. If you found that your friends were leading you into trouble would

you still run around with them?

A. Yes, I'm sure I would D. No, probably.I wouldn't

B. Yes, I probably would E. No, I'm sure I wouldn't

C. Maybe I would and maybe F. Don't know

I wouldn't

P
The neat questions are about the kids you hang around with. I will read a

statement then you tell me whether it is always tub for your group, true most

("Group" means the kids you

of the time, some of the time, seldom or never true. hang around with.)
A. B. C. D. E.

[--
RESPONSE CATEGORY 4

Dodt Most of Some of

Know Always the Time the Time Seldom Never

36. The kids in my group would think
less of me if I were to get in

trouble with the law.

37. Getting into trouble in myq,roup
is a way of gaining respect.

38. The members of my group feel that

laws are good and should be obeyed.

fl

39. The kids in my group get into
trouble at home, in school, and
in the community.

40. Kids that get into trouble a lot
feel very uncomforCable in my group.

41. When I choose a grokip of friends,

I choose kids that are not afraid
to have a little fun even if it

means breaking the law.

42. Kids who get into trouble with the
law are "put down" in my group.

43. If you haven't gotten into some
kind of trouble the kids in my
group think you are chicken or

something.
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Recent studies suggest that everyone breaks some rules and regulations during

his or her lifetime. Some break them regularly, others -infrequently. ,Some are

more serious and others are less serious. There are a,pumber of rules and la4

4Itthich typically apply to youth. I will read each of the things, then you tell me

the answer, ou think best describes the activities of your friends (the Jcids you hang around

with) in the 14st two months. 'Remember, I just want to 'mow about the last two months.

44. Given
being

for

A. B.. C. D.

Don't- Very Several Once or

Know Often Times Twice NeverRESPONSE CATEGOr

a teacher 4 fake excuse
.absent.

45. Taken little things (worth $5 or less)
that didn't belong to them. 1/4.

46. Broken into a place that is loded
, just to look around.

47. Taken a car for a drive without the
owner's permission.

48. Tfiken something fromAa kid's locker
without asking him.

.49.' Damaged public or private- property
just for fun.

50. Bet up on other kids or adults just
for the heck of it.

'ck

51. Participated in gang fights.

52. Taken something worth $50 or more
that didn't Belong to them.

9

53. Run away ftom hone'.

54. Used "force (strong Arm methods) to
get money from another person.

55. Used marijuana.

.&). Sold marijuana.

57.- Skipped 'school without a legiti-
mate excuse.

58. Snif.ted glue or inhaled toxic fumes?.

- 59.- Used hard drugs..

4

X7'7 .
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60. Sold hard drugs.

571 A. ' B. C. D.

Don't Very Several Once or
Know Often Times Twide Never

kq-

./

61. Bought or drunk beer, wino, or liquor.

0. Are there any other things that friends of yours have done in the lasttwo

months that they could have gotten in trouble for it they were caudgtixr-

1/44

things like hitchhiking or panhandling? (Specify each activity. ..F.Ur each

.../

activity ask whether it occurred either Very often, Several Times, Once or
t A. B. C.,

Twice.) Very Sevtviiikl. Once or

Often Time Twice

Now I would like to ask you some

For each activity please tell me

RESPONSE CATEGORY 6

-

I

things about how your parents act toward you.

how often they do it. IQ,

A.\ B. C. Only Once
Almoht About About or Twice

Don't Every Onde Oucea a E.

Know Day a Week Month ( Year Never

63. Say nice things about me to other
people.

64. Are very affectionate with me.
Cl

Teach. me things whifti I want :-to learn;

66.

67.

He* me with hobbies or handiwork.

Go- on pleasant walks anct,outings
with me.

5 /6 8
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572
Almost About About or Twice

Donut Every -Once Once a a E.

, Know Day a Week Month Year Never

68. Enjoy, talking with me.

69. Expect me Lo trip around the house.

0'
70. Want me to run errands.

71. Punish me by sending me out of the
room.

72. Hold it before me that other children
(kids) behave better than I do.

73. Nag Me,.

74 Scold me and yell at me.

4

75. Threaten to spank me.
.o.

76. Spank me.
4

77. Slap me.

C)
78. Worry that I can't take care of_

myself.

Here are some, more things about you and your parents. Please tell me whether

the

79.7

80.

statements are true In.Every Case, In Most Cases
. a A.

Don't In Every

Know Case

Sometimes, Seldom or Never.
B.

In Most C. D. . E.

Cases Someimes Seldom NeverRESPONSE CAT'EGO*RY

aboutI can talk wit1i them
everything.

Comfort me and help
have troubles.-

me when I

81. Are there for me when
them.

I sueed 0

82. Praise me when I have
something good.

done

83. Help me with schoolwork when

R4.

I don't understand

Are happy when with

something.

me.

85. Expect moto keep my own things
In order (neat) .

579 .
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Don't In Every In Most C. D. E.

Know Dire Cases Sometimes Seldom Never
4

86. As punishment they forbid me
to play with other children.
(kids)

87. As punishment theyy send me to
bed early.

88. Puicish me by making me do extra
work.

89. When I am bad they forbid me from
doing things I especially enjoy
doing.

90. Punish me by'taking my favorite
things away. 9

91. Come with me when I go some-
place for the first time to make
sure that everything goes well.

92. Won't let me roam around be-
cause something might happen to
me.

93. sist,that I get permission
before I go to a movie, a/c
nival or some other enter-
tainment.

94. Want to know exactly how I, sp nd
my money when I want to buy ome

little things for myself.

95. Tel me exactly when I should
come ome.

96. Insist 1R make a special effort
in everything I do.

97. Demand that I do better khan
other children.

_ 98. Insist that I get particularly
good marks in school.

99. Appear disappointed and sad
wh'en I misbehave.

100. Make me feel ashamed or guilty
when T misbehave.

101. Te11 one "I don't.wailt to have
any .more to do with you,"
when I misbehave.

5b0
a
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574 B.

_102. Are just when punishing me.

103. Wieg. I must do something
they explain why.

D

f
n't In Every In Most C. D. E.

K ow lase Cases Sometimes Seldom Never,
.

,

Find it cliffic4alt to-44-unia,h-ma»

105. Al can talk them into mast
ancrt h trig.

=106. Let M2 off easy when I mis-
behave.

4,

Ii your pareilts could change the following things about you, which of them do

you think they would like to have,you do more often or'less often -- and,Which do

4

you think they would like you to do as you do now?, I will re d each activity

1

One at a time and you tell me what your parents think about it.
4

The first one is: (o to church or Sunday school. Do your parents think

you should do this Much Less, A Little Less, As Yoh Do Now, A Little More, or
A. B. Q. D. E.

Much More than you do now? A As I A
Don't "Much Little doe Lit.tfe Much

,PtESINNSE CATEGORY 8 Know Less Less Now More More

107. Go to church or Sunday school.

108. Stay out late at night.

109., (,o along e4ith fads; for ex4mple,
rock and roll, hot rods, etc.

1 110. Stand up for myself.
J

111. Stick up for other people's rights.

112. Worry about what goes on in the

Take thin6 seriously.

114. Take advice from other people.

. ,

115. Listen to my teachers. J

116. Try to be successful.

117. Try to finish what I start.

58U
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A. B. C. D. E.

A As I A

Don't Mush Little do Little Much

Ttnow Less Less Now More More

118. Thinkabdut school work.

119. Help around the house.

120. Keep my own room neat.

4

Next I will read you some stateients. Please tell me whether you agree or dis-

agree with each of them. The first one is "I-try to keep boys and girls away

y. from my hode because it's not anice as, theirs." Do you Strongly Agre Agree

Somewhat, Neither Agree Nor Disagree, Disagree Somewhat, or Strongly Disagree
C

with this statement?

LRESPONSE CATEGORY 9

, .

A. B. Neither D. E.

Don't Strongly` Agree Agree nor Disagree Strongly

Know Agree Somewhat Disagree Somewhat Disagree
,

121'. I try to keep boys and

.

girls away from my home be-

cause

')

it',s not as nice as

theirs.

How about:

122. I like one of my parents
more than the other.

123. I am sorry to live in
the 'place I do.

124. I,often wish I had some
other. parents.

125. I dislike many f the .

.people near my )home.

126. I am unhappy ecause my
parents do not c&re about
the things 1 like.

127. 1,1y folks do not seem to
think I am doing well.

582
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,Here are some more statements. For each'thing please tell me whether it Always

happens, or'happens Most of the Time, About half of the Time, Seldom happens,

or Never.happens.

RESPONSE CATEGORY Id

128. 0 My parents would help me if I were
to get, into serious trouble.

12-1. My parents find fault with me even
when I don't deserve it.

130. My parentsreally care about me.

131. My parerits ate dissatisfied with the
things I do.

B, C.

Most About
A. , of Half D. E.

Donut 'the of the

\Know Always Time Time Seldom Never

132. My parents blame me for all their

.4 problems.

133. When something happens at home I get
blamed for it even when it's not my fault.

134. My parents treat me better than they do
my brothers and sisters.

135'. I get in trouble for everything that
happens in our family.

136. I'm sort of special to my parents.

137. I'm treated worse than anyone else'in
my family.

138. My parents let me get away with more
things than my brothers and sisters.

139. My parents treat my brothers or sisters
more fairly than they do me.

140. My p'arents seem to like Inc more than

my brothers and sisteIrs.

141. If my parents treated me like they
treat my brothers and sisters I would

be a lot happier.

142. My brothers and sigtgrs would like it
i my parents treated them as well as
they do me.

583
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[ RESPONSE CATEGORY 11

143. How often do your parents argue with each other?

A. Once a day D. Once or twi e a month

B. Once every two or three days
1

E. Once every two or three months

C. Once a week F. Once a year or leas

B

14 42 How ofeen do your parents get really angry with each other.?

'A. Once a day 4 p. Once or twice a month

B. Once every two or three days E. ,Once every two or three month's
o

C. Once a week F. Once a year or less

145. How often do your, yarents have really serious fights?

A. Once a day.
I c

D. Odte or twice a month

B. Once every two or three days' E. Once every two or three months

C. Once a week F. Once a year or less

146. When your parents fkght, how, often does it get physical?

A. Once a day D. Once or twice a month

, B. Once every two or three days E. Once,eveiy two or three months

C. Once a week F. Once a year or less

1
I would like you to answer each of the net questions either Yes` or No.

147. Do you believe that most problems will solve themselves if yir just

don'p fool with them? Yes No

148. Areyou often blamed for things that jut aren't yotir fault? Yes No

110 Do you feel that most of the time it doesn't pay to try hard because

things never Turn out right anyway? Yes No

151). Db you feel than, most of the time parents listen to what their children

have to say? Yes No

581
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1.5'1. When you get punig.hed does ft usually seems it's for no good reason

at all? Yes No

152. Most of the time do you find it hard to.change a friend's (mind)

opinion? Yes No
a

153- Da you 1221 that it's nearly impossible7to change your parents' minds

about anything? Yes No

154. Do you feel that when you do something wrong there's.veyy little (not

much) you can do to make it right?
r

Yes No

O

155. Do you believe that most kids are just born good at sports? Yes

156. Do you feel. that one,_of the best ways to handle most problems is just
a

not to think aboia. them? Yes No

157. Do you feel that when a kid your age decides to hit you, there's little

d

(not much) you can cloy stop him or her? Yes No

158. Have you felt that when people were mean to yoi it was usually for no

reason a all? Yes No
O

159. Most of the time, do you feel that you can change what might \appen

tomorrow by what you do today9.1 Yes No

160. Do .you believe that when bad ttbings ,are going to happen they just are

going,to happen no matter whaTou try to do to stop them? _yes No

161. Most of the time do you find it useless to-try to,Ltet your own way at

home? Yes - No

162. Do you feel' that when somebody your age wants to be
\

our enemy there's

little (not much) you can do to change matters? Yes No

163. Do you usually feel that you have little to say about what you get to

eat at home? Yes No

164.. Do:You feel fliat when someonedoesn't alike you there's little (not. much)

° you
IT

can do about it? Yes No

165. Do you usually feel that it's almost useless to try in school because

most other children areojust plain smarter than you are? Yes No

166. Are you the kid of person who believes that planning ahead makes things

turn out bett Yes No 58
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For each of these next statements please tell me whether you Strongly Agree, Agree,

4
,

Disagree, or Strongly Disagre. . A. B. C. D.

Donut Strongly Strongly

RESPONSE CATEGORY 12] Know Agree Agree Disagree Disagree

167. I feel that I'm a person of worth, at
least on an equal basis with others.

168. I feel that I have a numbe-r' fgood
qualities.

169. All in all, I am inclined to feel

that I am a failure.

170. I am able to do things as-well as
most other people.

171. I feel I do not have much to be
proud of.

) 172. I take a, positive attitude toward

myself.

173. On the whole, I am satisfied with
myself.

174. I wish I could have more respect
for myself. ,/

175. I certainly feel useless at times.

176. At times I think I am no good

at all.

177. It is sometimes necessary to lie on
a job application to get the job

you want.

178. If one waits to get good grades in
school, he will have to cheat some-

times.

179 It's OK to lie if you are protecting
a friend in trouble.

180.- One can make it in school without
having to cheat on exams.

J.

181. One should always tell the truth,
regardless of what one's friends
think of him.

182. If one wants to have nice things,
he has to be willing to break the
rules or laws Co get them.f

58iD
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Fol.- these nextstatements just tell'me Whether you Agree or Disagree:
A. B.

Agree Disagree

183. With 'everything so uncertain these,ddys, it
almost seems as though anything could-'happen.

184. What is lackin,(missing)' in, the world today is the
old kind of friendship that lasted for a lifetime.

185. With everything in such a state of disorder, it's
hard for, a person to know where he stands from
one day to the next.

A

186. Everything changes so quickly- these days that
I often hay.trojle deciding whiCh are the.
right rules to felkow.,

187. I often feel Otat many things our parents stood for
(bnieve in) are just going to ruin before our eyes.

188. The trouble with tw world today is that most
people don't believe in anything.

189. I Often feel awkw \d and out of place.

190.' People were better off in the old days when
everyone knew just how he was expected to act.

J

191.' It. seems to me hat other 'people find it easier
r to decide what is right'tha I do.

You have already told meabout some of the things your friends do.., going

to read you that list of things again. This/time tell me how often you have

done each of these things in the last two months. Remember ycfor parents will

A. : B. C. D.
never see your answers. Very Several' Once or

Often Times Twice Never,
[7*PONSE CATEGORY 5

192. Given the teacher a fake excuse
for being absent.

How oftej have you done this in the last two months?

19i.° Taken little things (worth $5 or less)
that didn't belong to you.

194. Broken into a place that is locked
just to look around.

195. Taken a car for a drive without the
owner's permission.

5 3 7
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1

196. Oaken something from a'kies locker
without asking'him.

197. Damaged public or private prop'erty
just for fun:

A. 13, C. D.

Very Several Once or
Often Time Twice Never

.1g8. Beat up on other kids or adults .just 4-

for the beck of it.

199. Participated in gang fights.

200. Taken something worth $50 or more
that didnit belong to you.

201. Used force (s't'rong. arm methods) to

gettmoney from ahother,person.

202. Used ijuana.

203. Sold marijuana.

204. Skipped schobl without a legitimate
excuse.

Sniff Lianor inhaled toxic tumes.

206. Used hard drugs.

207. Sold hard'drugs.

208. Bought or drunk Meer, wine, or liquor.

Q

538
0
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209. Alle there any'other things that you have done in the last two months that

you could have gotten in trouble fpr iftyou were caugh-rlike'hitchhiking

or panhandling? (Specify each activity. For each activity mentioned aqk

whether it occurred Very Often, Several Times, or'Once or Twice.)
Cr.

Very Several Once or

Often Times Twice

210. Has either of your parents',gver beaten you really hard?

Yes No

'.211. Have you ever'beehfbeaten by either of your parents so badly-that it

made you sick? Yes No

212. Have you ever received marks or bruises from beating given by either of

your parents? Yes No

589
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_Youth Episode

583

1

1. A. During the last year have you been gone from"home without your parents'

permission or consent?' Yes No

B. (if no) It is .correct, then that during the last year you have not')

been4gone from home withoutyourparents' permission? Yes No

C. Mist about your brothers or sisters? Have any of them been gone from

home without your parents' permission of consent in the 1.,t year?
-

Yes , NO

(if yes) How _many brothers/sisters have been gone 'hoer many times?
Duration of

Age. Sex 1/ of times Longest time

2.

3.

4.

"r&

D. During the last yd/ar, did you move out of your homes even for a ohort

time? ' Yes No

(if yes) Where did you go? a. School'

b. Camp.,

c. Institutions

d. Relative

e. Friend

f. Other parent

g. Other ('specify)

E. How about our brothers or sisters -? Did any of then move out of the

house during the last year? Yee No

593).
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I. (con'

584

2
(if yes) Which ones? Where did they go? (use categories frOm 1 D)

1.

2.

3.

4.

Agc Sex

(if answer to lA is yes Or 1B is no, go to item 2)

Location outs!_de home

(if answer to 1D is yes and child was not under adult supervision while

away from home, ask starred items: 3, 4,6, 8, 9A1-16, 18, 19, 22,

24-27 and indicate answeis under "most recent" head ngs.)

(if answer to lA is no -and 1B is yee,, .terminate interView)
t-

Now I would like to ask you some questions about the occasions when you

were gone from home. 0

2. How many times in the last year have you been gone without your parents'

\permission? <3

\Cif more than two) Let's take the first time in the'last year and the last

or lost recent time in the last year.

( Starting withi the most recent, al with each episode separately starting

from question 3 and ending with question 26)

REPEAT 3. How long, Were you :one from ome? Most
Recent First

G

Hours

Days

Weeks

Months

W

. Which month did you leave home? Most Recent First

1. Jan 2. Feb 3. Mar 4. Apr 5. May 6. Jun 7. Jul
-,..,

D

8: Aug 9. Sep '10. Oct 11. Nov 12. Dec

591
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5. A. (if Olin absent9from home less than 24 hours)

S. (if gon

Yes

No,

Most
Recent

e. Si .A: I

First

overnight or longer) Where did you sleep most of the time

while yo)tr were gone. from home? _

ti
I. tath ftiends

2. with relatives

3. with strangers

4. at a runaway house

5. outdoors

p. public facility

Most
Recent

7. other (specify)

C. Did you leave with other'people or by yourself?

Self

Most
Recent

(if with others) °

Relatives F B°

Br thers or M F B

How Sisters
many? Friends M- F B

Other M Fd B

*6. Did your parents report you missing?

Yes

No

5 T2

Firs.t

First

(check
all

responses
indicated
by

respondent)

(3

M F B

F B

M F

M F

42

Most
Recent First
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(

6. (conic) (if yes) .To whom did they report you? Most
Recent

1. Friend

2. Police

3. Otder
(specify)

7. Were you running away?

Yes

No

(if no) What Were you doing?

Most
Recent

Most Recent First

First

First

(if no) Jere you thinking abouteranning away? Most
Recent

es

No

First

. At the. time you left, how long were you thinking of staying away?

flours

Days

Weeks

Months

Forover

Didn't think about it

593

Most
Recent :First
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* 9. Did you plan how you were going t) make it on your owlior was it sort o

all of a sudden that you decided to leave? Mogi
Recent First

Planned

Sudden

.45
10. A. /What did you take 161411 you? (money (specify amodht) , olothes, credit

o

cards, etc.)

MostRecent First

B. (if youth left with others) Did the people you left with take things

with 'them that helped you? (money, credit cardb, automobile, etc.)

ti

ye,s

No
4

(if yes) What things? Explain.

Most A

Recent , First

Most Recent First

Now I'm going to ask you about some things that lead some people to leave home.
4

They may or may not apply to you. (on each 'question with a yes answer, be sure

to ask if this was a longterm problem or the first big one.)

A 11. Did something big happen at home that made you want to leave?

Most
Recent

59 Yes

No

First
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* 11. (con't) (if yes) Explain:

588

Most Recent° First

Long Term Immediate Long Term imMedinte

* 12. Did you have an argument with your mother or father?

(if yes) Explain:

i
Most
Recent

Yes

No

I-lostRecent First

0

First

1

Long Term Immediate Long Ter Immediate ,

* 13 something happen at school that made you want to leave home?

Most
Recent

Yes

No

Most Recent First

(if yes) Explain:

Long TerM Immediate

595

First

tr

Long Term Immediate

cr,
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' 14. Did something happen with the police?*

(if yes) Enplain:

Most Recent

Yea

No

Most
Recent -First

P
First

Long Term Immediate

"=

Long Term Imm,Pdiate

e 15. Did 0. ,thing happen c th your friends the 2ade you want to leave hoe?

yea\

(if -yes) Enplain:

Most
Recent 0

Most Recent First

Long Term

Virst-

Immediate. Long Term

* 16. Were there any, personal things that 'were bothering you?

JC)

(If yes) EXplain:

Most Recent

4fes

No

Most
Recent

First

a

Immediate

First

Long Term Immediate Long Term Immediate
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1

17. A.: Mille you were away from home did your parents or someone find you

or did you just coma home on your own? Most
- Recent First

Self

Other
(if self, go tb item 19)

B. (if other) How weed you located ?i

1. Parents

2'. Friends/relatives

3. Police

4. Went to runaway house and
they 'called parents/guardian

5. Went to social service agency
and they called parents/
guardian (specify agency)

6. Other (specify)

Most
Recent. First

C. How long was it between the time you loft home and the time
%
you were

4001

b

located? . Most
Recent First

Hours

D ye

Weeks

Months 1

18. How far from home had you gon miles or name of city)

fa,

597

Miles

City

Most
Recent

.z)

First
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6

* 19. How did you get there? Most Recent First

Plane

Bus

Train
ti

Hitchhikiqg

Had a ride

Walked

'Other (specify)

20. Here are some things which may or,may not be what you were thinking when

you decided to come'home. You tell me whether you agree or disagree with

each of them.
1

A. I came home because I was afraid my parents were worried.

Most Recent First
RESPONSE CATEGORY 9

Strongly agre9

Agree somewhat

Neither agree nor
disagree

Disagree somewhat

Strongly disagree

B. I came home because I was afraid of getting into trouble.

(

c

Strongly agree

Agree somewhat

Neither agree nor
disagree

Disagree somewhat

Strongly disagree

5918

Most Recent First
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C. Tr ing to ke it on yOur own is too, hard.

Most Recent First

Strongly agree

Agreesomewhat

Neither agree nor
disagree

Disagree' somewhat

Strongly disagree

D. as Af =id

Srongly agree

Agree somewhat
a

Neither agree nor
disagree

o Disagree somewhat *---°-

Strongly' disagree

E. I had no place to go.

\S
t
rongly agree

Agree somewhat

Neither agree nor
disagree

Disagree somewhat

Strongly disagree

1

F% I ran out of money.

e-

Strongly agree

Agree somewhat

Neither agree nor
disagree

Disagree somewhat

Strongly disagree

599

Most Recent First

Most Recent First

Va

Most Recent First

p
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G. I wasn't angry any more.

Strongly agre

Agree somewhat

.Neither agree nor
disagree

Disagree somewhat

Strongly disagree

Most Recent First

H. I came homes because I Was afraid what other people would think.

Strongly agree

G

Agree somewhat

sNeither agree nor
diSagree

Disagree,somewhat

Strongly disagree

Most Recent First

I. I came home because I finished /what I wanted to do.

0

Strongly agree

Most Recent First

Agree somewhat Q 1"

Neither agree nor
disagree

Disagree somewhat

Strongly disagree

J. I cane home because I missed my friends.

1

Strongly agree

Agree somewhat

Neither agree nor

disagree
Disagree somewhat

Strongly disagree

6 ' 0

Most Recent First
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K. I came home because I missed my parents.

Strongly agree

Agree somewhat

Neither agree nor
disagree

Disagree somewhat

Strongly disagree

Most recent . First

L. I came home because the police caught me.
6

Strongly agree

Agree somewhat

Neither agree nor
disagree

Disagree somewhat

Strongly disagree

Most recent First

0

M.
-

I came home because a group, agency, or official person persuaded me to.

Strongly agree

Agree somewhat

Neither agree nor
disagree

' Disagree somewhat

Strongly disagree
-(fa

drI4ost recent

) ,/..

N. I came home because I missed school.
Most recent

.Strongly agree

Agree somewlmt.

..Neither agree nor

uistgree
Disagree somewhat

Strongly disagree

601

First

First
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I
21. A. When you left home did you have any idea where you would go?

Most Recent -Firsz

Yes

No

B. (if yes) Where did you plan to go?

Most Recent
First

C. Why?

D. How did you hear about the place?

* 22. There did you end up going?

0

Most Recent'
First-

wh_yi

602
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'23. Did youareturn home voluntarily? Most Recent
1

Voluntarily

Explain;

Not voluntarily

a

First

Most Recent First

* 24. While you were gone did you have any :contact with the police?

Most Recent First

* 25.

(if yes) Explain:
Most Recent.

Yes,

No

A. Were you picket up by the police?

B. Arrested?

Yes

No

Yes

No

First

Most Recent

(if yes) What were you charged With?'

First

C. kid you have to oo to court?:

Yes

No

Mdst Recent First

(If more than one runaway episode) Let's take the first time this year you

left home (Co back to item 3 and repeat items 3-26.)

,g 3
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* 26. Thinking back on your experiences while you were away from home, would

you say they were very goodd., good, neither really good nor really bad,

bad?

Very good D. Bad

B. Good . E. Very Bad

C. Neither-gdod nar bad

Probe for what child did aid why experiences were good,or bad.

* 27. Do you think you might leave home again?e Yes

6

Do you think it is very likely, somewhat likely, neither especially

likely nor especially unlikely, not very likely, not likely at all that

you will leave home again?

A.4' Very likely

C. Neither especially likely nor

especially unlikely

B. Somewhat likely n. Not very likely

E. Not very likely at all

604
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CHILD SERVICES

This section of the questionnaire concerns services or help that you m4-have

obtained or that you wished were available either before, during, or aft&r the

time(s) you were away from home. This information will help people who want 0

to makes ese services available to kids. In the last section I asked you

only about things that happened- in the, last .year. Now I-would like to ask you

about the very first time you left home ever andrabout the most recent or last

time.

I. A. Before you left home (the very first time), did you seek help or assis-

tance from Some person or some agency like a friend, a social service

agency, rafitline, runaway house, police, church; and so on?

Yes

No

(if no go to 1E)

First Ever Most Recent

B. (if yes) From whom did you seek hrllp? First Ever Most Recent

1. Relative/friend

2. Police

(read response

categories, 3. School staff

check those
categories 4. Minister/Rabbi/Priest'

indicated by
respondent) 5. Runaway houses

6. Social Service
Agency (specify)

7., Other (specify)

605
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C. Why did you seek help from

1. Relative/friend

2. Police's'

3. School staff

? (fill in blank with tpie,
categbries checked -1'n 111.

ASk question for each category)

First Ever Most Recent

4. Minister/Rabbi/Priest

5. Runaway house

6. Social Service Agency

7. Other

D. How helpkul Was thio co tact with

r--

) I RESPONSE CATEGORY 13

a. very helpful '

b. somewhat helpful

c. not especially helpful

d. not helpful

e. not helpful
at all

1., Relative/friend

2. Police

3. School staff

(fill in blank with categorieo
checked in 1B, ask item for
each category, and use codes

a-e below)

First Ever Most Recent

4. Minister/Rabbi/Priest -__J

5. Runaway House

6. Social Service Agency

7. Other

606
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E. Were there other services that you would like to have been available

at this time? What were they? (opecify)

First Ever Most Recent

2. A. I just asked you about'what happened before you left. Now while you

were gone from home did you seek help or assistance fro® some person

a

or agency?

(if no go to 2E)

B. (if yes)

ts,

Yes

No

Firs.t Ever 4 Most Recent

From whom did you'seek help? (Read respolpe categories, check,.
those categories indicated by
respondent)

1. Relative/friend

2. Police

3. School staff

4. Minister/Rabbi/Priest

5. Runaway house

6. Social Service'
Agency (specify)

7. Other (specify)

First Ever Most Recent
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Why did you seek help from ? (fill in blank with the categories
checked in 1B.
each category)

Ask question for

First Ever Most Recent

1. Relative/friend
Ir

2. Police

3. School staff

4. Minister/Rabbi/Priest

5. Runaway house

6. Social Serv. Agency

7. Other

D. How helpful was the contact with

RESPONSE CATEGORY 13

a. very helpful

b. somewhat helpful

c. not especially helpful

d. not helpful

e. not helpful
at all

1. Relative /friend"

2. Police

3. School staff

4.. Minister4Raba/Priest

5. Runaway House

6. Social Service Agenc

7. Other

? (fill in blank with categories
checked in 2B, ask item for
each category,.and use codes
a-e below)

First Ever Most Recent

Were there other services that ou would like eve been available

At this time? What were they? (specify)

First Ever'

03

Most Recent,
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3. A. You have told me about thingq,that happened before you left and while you

were away. After you returned home did you- seek help or assistance from

some person or agency?

Yes

First Ever Most Recent

No

(if no, go to 3E),

B. (if yes) From whom did you seek help? (Read response categors--dheck
all-responseS indicated by respondent)

1. Relative/friend

2. Police

3. School staff

4. Minister/Rabbi/Priest

5. Runaway house

First Ever Most Recent

6. Social Service
Agency (specify)

7. Other (specify)

C. Why did you seek help from ? (fill in blank with the categori
checked in 3B. Ask question fol?

each category)

1. Relative/friend

2. Police

3. School staff

4. Minister/Rabbi/
Priest

5. Runaway house

6. Social Service
Agency

7. ether

First Ever Most Recent

4

609
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. How helpful was this contact with

RESPONSE CATEGORt 13

a. very helpful

b. somewhat helpful

c. not especially helpful

d. not helpful

e. not heli;ful at

all

1. Relative/friend

2. Police

3. School staff

4. Minister/Rabbi/Priest

5. Runaway House

? (fill in blank with categories
checked in 2B, ask item for
each category, and use codes
a-e at the left)

First Ever Most Recent

6. Social Service Agency

7. Other

E. Were there other services that you would like to have been available

d

at this time? What were they? (specify)

First Ever Most Recent

(Repeat items 1 - 3E 'or the most recent episode.)

610
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Here is that list of activities I asked you about before. This time

I would like you to think back about the two months before you left home for the

first time ever, if more than once) and tell me how often you had done each of theae
A. B. C.' D.

things in the two months before you left. Very Several Once or

[RESPONSE CATEGORN5
1

]

. Given the teachee a ate excuse

for being absent.

2. Taken little things (worth $5 or lees)
that didn't belong to you.

3. Broken into a place that is locked
just to look around.

4. Taken a car for a drive without the
own'er's permission.

5. Taken something from a kid's locke,r'

without asking him.

6. Damaged public or private property
just for fir.

7. Beat up on other kids or adults just'
for the heck of it.

8. Participated in gang fights.

9. Taken something Worth $50 or more
that didn't belQg to you.

10.' Used force (strong arm methods) to
get money from another person.

11. Used marijuana.

12. Sold marijuana.

13. Skipped school without a legitimate
excuse.

14. Sniffed glue or inhaled toxic fumes.

15. Used hard drugs.

16. Sold hard drugs.

17. Bought or drunk beer, wine or liquor.

611

Often Times Twice Never
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18 Are there any other things that you have done in the two months before you

4eft home that you could have gotten in trouble for if you were caught-,-

like hitchhiking or panhandling? (specify each .activity. For each activity

mentioned ask whether it occurred Very Often, Several,Jimesp or Once or Twice.)
A. B. C.

Very Several Once or
Often Times Twice

Now I would like to go through 'Ehe list one more time and then we will be finished.

This time please 2)11 me whether you did anything during the time you were away from how.

RESPONSE CATEGORY 5
)

A.

Very
Often

B.

Several
Times

C.

Once or
Twice

19. Taken little things (worth $5 or less)
that didn't belong to you.

20. Broken into a place that is locked
just to look around.)

21. Taken a car for a drive without the
owner's permission.

22. Damaged public or private property
just for fun.

23. Beat up on other kids or adults just
for the heck of it.

24. .Participated in gang fights.

25. Taken something worth $50 or more
that didn't belong to you.

1'

2

Never
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26. Used force (strong arm methods) to
get money from another person.

27. Used marijuana.

28. Sold marijuana.
O

29 Skipped school without a legi-

timate excuse.

A. B. C. D.

Very Several Once or

Often Times Twice Never

30. Sniffed glue or inhaled toxic fumes.

11. Used hard drugs.

32. Sold hard drugs.

33 Sought or, drunk beer, wine or liquor.

°.4. Are there an

N

0 r thin s that ou could have _.otters in trouble for if

you were caught--like hitchhike ag or panhandling? (specify each activity.

For each activity ask whether itoccurred Very Often, Several Times, or

Once or Twice.)

A

Ntf

Q

.g

613

A. B. C.

Very Sev ral Once,or

Often Tim s Twice


